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DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2001

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 29, 2000

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:34 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Arlen Specter (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Specter, Cochran, Craig, Stevens, Harkin,
Reid, Murray, and Feinstein.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

STATEMENT OF ALEXIS M. HERMAN, SECRETARY
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER

Senator SPECTER. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. The Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health, Human Services, and
Education will now proceed.

We have an extraordinarily distinguished panel, the three secre-
taries of the departments, which are funded by this subcommittee.
Protocol calls for identifying the secretaries in sequence of appoint-
ment.

The Department of Labor goes back to 1913, and the Department
of Health and Human Services to 1953, and the Department of
Education to 1979.

The President has submitted a budget which totals $106.2 bil-
lion, which is a very substantial increase over the $95.1 billion
from last year. My own view is that in a Federal budget of $1.8
trillion, that this is a reasonable figure for the departments which
have the responsibilities which these three departments have.

Now I believe that when you talk about education or health or
worker safety, you are talking about a capital investment in Amer-
ica. But my views are not widely shared on Capitol Hill. And there
is already talk of a total allocation of a budget far below the $622
billion, which the President has requested.

It is my hope that we will proceed with the budget process much
faster this year than last year. And I believe that the leadership
in both the House and the Senate agree with that.
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We really need to pass these bills and present them to the Presi-
dent in a timely way, so that they can be acted upon by the Presi-
dent long before the fiscal year ends and not have budgets sub-
mitted in October and November, bills submitted in October and
November, when there is no opportunity to follow the constitutional
process, which is the Congress submits the bills, and the President
either signs them or vetoes.

We have come to a practice where the Executive Branch sits in
on the legislative process. And it is unconstitutional on its face, and
I think it is highly undesirable. And there are some significant de-
bates. My own sense is to try to beat the President’s figure illustra-
tively on education. Last year we came out of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee with $500 million above the President.

There may be some disagreements on priorities. And the Con-
gress has a role, perhaps the lead role, on what those priorities
ought to be. But that cannot be debated when you are into October
or November and, if there is a gridlock, the consequence is closing
down the government.

This is a very, very ambitious program. The administration is
moving into a great many areas which have traditionally been left
to the States. Talk about classroom size and more teachers, talk
about school constructions. I supported our former colleague, Carol
Moseley-Braun, Senator Carol Moseley-Braun, on efforts to begin
on the school construction program. But that is not a widely held
view.

And my own sense is that if we make provision for those kinds
of programs, there ought to be some discretion at the local level,
if the local boards decide they want to do something else, because
all of the districts are not the same. But we cannot have that de-
bate in October and November. But we could have that debate in
July, August or September.

If the President vetoes a bill, let us debate it. Let us see what
we are going to do and how the public responds to a little dif-
ference in the point of view.

This year’s budget has a very ambitious program on youth vio-
lence. And I thank the three secretaries and also the Department
of Justice, and specifically Deputy Attorney General Eric Holder,
for working with the subcommittee on a series of meetings last
year, which resulted in the reallocation of some $893 million on 16
programs to try to focus on juvenile violence in a quiet,
unpublicized way. But the at-risk children in America are an enor-
mous concern.

I just saw these statistics today that the Senator prepared from
1992 to the present. There have been 257 school-related violent
deaths, 62 of which involved multiple deaths. I sat down with
Bruce Reed, the domestic counselor, and talked to him about the
coordination program. And I think that really has great potential.

We are going to take a new look at the drug prevention program
this year, which is a first cousin of youth violence, and try to take
a look to see if we might reallocate some funds with some specific
evidence on the drug issue.

The Foreign Operations Subcommittee last week heard testimony
for $1.6 trillion for money for Colombia. And I am very much inter-
ested in stability in Colombia, but I have grave doubts about $1.6
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trillion going after a supply, which, if it is not from Colombia, will
be from Bolivia or Equador or somewhere else.

And I believe we have an imbalance with two-thirds of the
money going to the so-called supply side. You have to work on
interdiction. You have to work on street crime. And I spent a lot
of my professional life doing that. But the demand side, I think, is
much more promising, rehabilitation and education, to deal with
that issue.

Well, those are just a brief overview of some of the items at the
top of my mind as to where we are going to be heading. If we can
hold the opening statements—your full statements will be admitted
into the record—to double time, to 10 minutes, that would be great.
If you need a little more time, I have never seen a cabinet officer
interrupted yet.

So we will begin with our very distinguished Secretary of Labor
Alexis Herman, if that is the proper name, Ms. Herman.

Ms. Herman was recently married, and she may want to correct
the record, or she may not.

We have just been joined by the illustrious Senator from Iowa,
Senator Tom Harkin. So I will interrupt my introduction of Sec-
retary Herman to yield to my colleague.

Senator HARKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I apolo-
gize for being late. I will just ask that my statement be made a
part of the record.

Senator SPECTER. And then I will proceed with the introduction.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TOM HARKIN

Senator HARKIN. I would welcome the three secretaries here, in
this last budget year of the Clinton administration. I particularly
want to thank all three of the secretaries who are here for their
great leadership.

Secretary Riley and Secretary Shalala for the entire duration
over the last 7 years, your great leadership of your two depart-
ments. And what you have done to move this country forward both
in education, Secretary Riley, and in covering the health needs of
all of our citizens, Secretary Shalala, I compliment you and com-
mend you for your great leadership over these several years.

And to Secretary Herman, again for your great work for the ad-
ministration in your previous iterations, but also in your role in
this last 4 years with the Department of Labor.

Again, I think the budget that we have, as submitted by the ad-
ministration, is one that will continue the progress that we have
made in all these areas to continue to move this country forward
in a way that education gets to the kids that maybe are not in the
highest income areas and have the best schools and the best edu-
cation, and gets to middle income families for college, for sending
their kids to college, and the health needs, the labor area.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I guess I just want to thank you all for what you have done over
the last several years. It has been great working with you. And I
commend you for this last budget of the Clinton administration, be-
cause it does keep us moving in that direction that you have so
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stalwartly led over the last several years, all of you. I just thank
you for it and welcome you here for this hearing.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Senator Harkin.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ToM HARKIN

Mr. Chairman, it’s a pleasure to welcome Secretary Herman, Secretary Shalala
and Secretary Riley today to testify about the Administration’s fiscal year 2001
budget.

In general, I was very pleased with the overall fiscal year 2001 budget. I think
the President has balanced the need to fund important domestic programs—many
of which are funded in this bill—with the need to protect Social Security and Medi-
care.

Secretary Herman, I was very pleased to see the large increase in funds to elimi-
nate child labor and I look forward to working with you on that initiative this year.
I also want to commend you for your request to set up an Office of Disability Policy
at the Labor Department. As the chief sponsor of the Americans with Disabilities
Act, I am committed to ensuring that every American with a disability has the op-
portunity to achieve economic self-sufficiency and independence. I am pleased that
you share my commitment.

Secretary Shalala, I was glad to see that the Administration has requested a sub-
stantial increase for child care. Last year, during consideration of this bill on the
Senate floor, we were able to increase funding for the Child Care and Development
Block Grant to $2 billion. We lost that increase in the end but I am committed to
seeing that we increase funding for child care to $2 billion in this year’s bill. I am
also glad to see the requested $1 billion increase for Head Start. The evidence is
very clear that we need to reach children when they are very young.

I was somewhat disappointed about the budget request for NIH—an increase of
$1 billion. Last year, this subcommittee was able to provide a $2.3 billion increase
for NITH—maintaining a course to double NIH funding in five years. This year’s re-
quest does not keep us on that course. Senator Specter and I have introduced a
Sense-of-the-Senate calling on the Budget Committee to reflect an $2.7 billion in-
crease for NIH in this year’s budget resolution. The opportunities are out there, the
potential is great. But we have to commit the resources to get the job done

I must add that I was disappointed in the requested cut in the Community Serv-
ices Block Grant and I hope to work with Senator Specter to restore that cut during
this year’s appropriation process.

Secretary Riley, I was very glad to see your fiscal year 2001 budget which calls
for a $4.5 billion increase for education programs. And it will come as no surprise
to you that I am particularly pleased with you request of $1.3 billion for school ren-
ovations and repairs. As you well know, the GAO has found that the cost of bringing
the Nation’s schools into good repair is about $112 billion. Today, I will be intro-
ducing a bill to reauthorize the existing school infrastructure program and look for-
ward to working with you on this important initiative this year.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman—and I look forward to hearing from our witnesses.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. ALEXIS M. HERMAN

Senator SPECTER. One additional note before turning to Sec-
retary Herman. At a presidential request of $622 billion, that ex-
ceeds the $540 billion cap in the fiscal year 2001 appropriations by
some $82 billion. We have not addressed that yet.

And the caps have not been followed. But that is going to have
to be addressed. According to the President’s figures, that will still
leave a $9 billion on-budget surplus. That is somewhat speculative,
but we at least ought to note that it is not in compliance with the
act, and we are going to have to deal with that as we proceed.

Back to the Secretary of Labor, confirmed in May of 1997, prior
to which she served as assistant to President Clinton and director
of the White House Public Liaison Office. She had served as deputy
director of the Presidential Transition Office.
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During the administration of President Carter, she directed the
Women’s Bureau at the Department of Labor, a graduate of Xavier
University.

And again, we congratulate you, Ms. Herman, on your recent
nuptials and look forward to your testimony.

Secretary HERMAN. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate your words, also of congratulations. And I am still
known as Secretary Herman and now Mrs. Charles Franklin. And
quite frankly, I see no reason why I have to choose.

I shall be known as both. But thank you very, very much.

Senator SPECTER. Ms. Herman, you have been chosen, so you do
not have to choose.

Secretary HERMAN. Mr. Chairman and Senator Harkin, thank
you for the opportunity to present the Department of Labor’s fiscal
year 2001 budget. It is a special pleasure for me to join my col-
leagues, Secretary Riley and Secretary Shalala, in outlining the ad-
ministration’s goals and priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I think that we are all aware of the strength of
the American economy today. Yet despite widespread prosperity,
we still face two major and related challenges. Business leaders tell
me that they simply cannot find the skilled workers that they need.
And at the same time, millions of Americans remain outside the
mainstream of our prosperity for lack of job skills.

Yet, if we take these two problems together, I believe they con-
stitute an historic opportunity to provide the business community
with the skilled workers it urgently needs, while at the same time
bringing skills, jobs and hope to individuals and communities that
for too long have been left behind.

The President’s budget for fiscal year 2001 requests $39.8 billion
for our department, $12.4 billion in discretionary funds. This is an
increase of $1.2 billion over last year.

The majority of this increase is for targeted initiatives to provide
the skilled workers who can meet the needs of our economy. Our
budget puts special emphasis on young Americans. The Depart-
ment of Labor’s new Youth Opportunity Movement is the most in-
tensive effort to reach young people in our history.

I recently announced youth opportunity grants to address skills
training and job placement in 36 of the poorest urban and rural
areas and Indian reservations in America, places where the unem-
ployment rate is more than 6 times above the national average.
Our new budget includes $375 million for this initiative, an in-
crease of $125 million over the current year.

Mr. Chairman, you and I have visited youth programs in Phila-
delphia, and we have seen how they change the lives of young peo-
ple. I believe our Youth Opportunity Movement will create similar
success stories for tens of thousands of at-risk youth from coast to
coast.

Last September we discussed with this subcommittee ways to re-
duce violence and drug abuse among our young people. One of the
administration’s responses has been the Safe Schools/Healthy Stu-
dents Initiatives started last year by the Departments of Justice,
Education and Health and Human Services. Our new budget in-
cludes $40 million to enable the Department of Labor to join them
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in supporting community-wide programs to prevent youth violence
and drug abuse and to promote youth employment opportunity.

Mr. Chairman, we share your concern that too many out-of-work
young people get into trouble and wind up in jail. We need to pro-
vide positive alternatives and second chances. That is why our
budget builds on the youth offender projects that began under your
leadership and proposes to add $61 million for a total amount of
$75 million.

The youth offender program will bring young offenders into the
workplace through job training and placement and new partner-
ships with the criminal justice system. We hope that we will now
be able to work even more closely with the Department of Justice,
which has a companion proposal to bring these young people back
into community life.

Too often, youth unemployment is a part of an environment that
also includes high dropout rates, drug abuse, gang activity, violence
and crime.

Mr. Chairman, in answer to the questions you raised in your let-
ter about drug abuse reduction and early intervention, we believe
that our youth-related programs can reduce social problems. Stud-
ies show that well-designed school programs lead to better aca-
demic achievement and lower rates of drug abuse, violence and ar-
rest.

For all of our focus, however, on young people, this cannot be our
only concern. We have to reach out to other untapped pools of
workers. These include 5.7 million unemployed Americans, 4.4 mil-
lion who are not in the labor force but say they want a job, and
an additional 3.2 million who work part time because they cannot
find a full-time job.

Our budget includes $255 million for our Fathers Work/Families
Win, a new two-part initiative that grows out of the successful Wel-
fare-to-Work Program.

Fathers Work will provide jobs for non-custodial parents, mostly
fathers who owe child support. Families Win will help low-income
parents who are struggling to make ends meet by providing better
access to community services and upgrading job skills.

We are reaching out to people with disabilities, whose unemploy-
ment rates are more than three times the national average. We
took an important step last December, when President Clinton
signed the Bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement Act, which
makes it possible for millions of people with disabilities to take jobs
without losing their health insurance.

Our budget also includes funds to establish an Office of Dis-
ability Policy, Evaluation and Technical Assistance headed by an
Assistant Secretary, which will provide leadership in helping dis-
abled Americans enter the workforce.

We are now in the second year of a 5-year effort to provide skills,
counseling and other assistance to every dislocated worker who
loses a job through no fault of their own. To meet our goal of Uni-
versal Re-employment, our budget includes an increase of $275 mil-
lion for information, training and One-Stop Career Centers.

Our concern is not only putting Americans in jobs, but ensuring
that those jobs provide an adequate living for them and for their
families. That is why the President has asked Congress to increase
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the minimum wage by $1 over 2 years. And I strongly endorse his
request.

Our budget also includes funds to oppose the worst forms of child
labor around the world and to support international labor stand-
ards. These proposals reflect the President’s challenge for us to put
a human face on the global economy and to ensure that every
American worker can compete on a level playing field, recognizing
that today what happens around the globe in fact impacts workers
around the corner.

Mr. Chairman, there will never be a better time than today to
put America to work and to build an even stronger, more inclusive
national economy. We will work with you in every way that we can
to meet these goals.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee,
and I look forward to answering any questions that you may have.
Thank you very much.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Secretary Herman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALEXIS M. HERMAN

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for
the opportunity to appear today to present the Department of Labor’s fiscal year
2001 Budget. I am particularly pleased to join my colleagues, Secretary Riley and
Secretary Shalala, to discuss key Administration priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I am especially pleased to be here with you today because the pro-
posals in DOL’s fiscal year 2001 budget request are exciting and innovative and
build on seven years of solid accomplishments.

The President’s request for fiscal year 2001 reflects the Department’s goal that
all workers have the opportunity to find and hold jobs, with safe and healthful
working conditions, good wages, secure pensions and health benefits; and that they
have opportunities to improve their skills over their lifetime.

To meet this goal, the overall budget for the Department in fiscal year 2001 pro-
vides a total of $39.8 billion in budget authority. DOL’s request for discretionary
programs is $12.4 billion, $1.2 billion above the fiscal year 2000 level. Since 1993,
President Clinton has committed to investing in today’s workers in order to keep
America strong in the years ahead. This budget is faithful to that commitment.

President Clinton, in his State of the Union Message, spoke of the extraordinary
state of our economy the more than 20 million jobs created over the past 7 years,
the lowest unemployment rate in 30 years, and low inflation. America’s workers are
more productive, and real wages have increased as well.

The President also recognized that our prosperity is not universally shared among
all Americans. The President called for a 21st Century revolution of opportunity, re-
sponsibility, and community. This vision includes steps to reward work, strengthen
families, and expand opportunities to all our citizens. DOL has an important role
to play in meeting those challenges.

I believe that the Department’s programs are part of those all-important invest-
ments in the workforce and workplace of the future. Our bottom line is about help-
ing people obtain skills, jobs and opportunity. It is about ensuring that, as our Na-
tion moves forward, no one is left behind. We acknowledge that the Government
cannot accomplish this alone; we need to enter into appropriate partnerships with
others who share our commitment for a better America.

HELPING WORKING FAMILIES AT A TIME OF UNPRECEDENTED PROSPERITY

The dynamic forces of technology and globalization, while providing prosperity for
many, continue to change the workplace in ways that may not benefit some Ameri-
cans. Those who work hard should be able to realize the American dream for their
families. DOL’s budget takes account of the dramatic changes that are sweeping
through the Nation and the world economy, and proposes significant, realistic poli-
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cies and programs to help America’s working families manage change and succeed
in this new century.

Today we face two major workforce challenges: one new and one old. Many busi-
nesses report difficulty in filling vacancies. At the same time, millions of Americans,
including many youth, dislocated workers and people with disabilities, are having
a difficult time getting jobs, even during this period of unprecedented economic ex-
pansion. As I have often said, we do not have a worker shortage, but a skills short-
age. Through the initiatives in the fiscal year 2001 Budget Request, we can help
provide the business community with the skilled workforce it needs while bringing
prosperity to individuals and communities that have been left behind.

THREE STRATEGIC GOALS

DOL’s fiscal year 2001 Budget Request provides the resources we need to continue
to make substantial progress toward DOL’s three strategic goals: a prepared work-
force, a secure workforce, and quality workplaces. I will first briefly describe our
three goals and then describe the initiatives and programs in the fiscal year 2001
Budget Request that will help us to achieve these goals.

A Prepared Workforce—DOL’s budget request reflects one of the President’s top
priorities: investing in education and training to help ensure that every American
has the education and the skills to succeed in the increasingly competitive global
economy. Among other things, we must help young people make a successful transi-
tion to the world of work and family responsibility. Because a changing economy
often requires our Nation’s workers—of all ages—to acquire new skills, we must also
serve dislocated workers in need of assistance as the labor market changes.

A Secure Workforce.—We must ensure that all Americans are economically secure
both while in the workforce and after they retire. Employment-based pension and
health benefits are the foundation of family security. Yet only about one-half of all
full-time workers in the private sector have pension coverage today. Three-quarters
of the workers in small businesses are not covered by a pension plan at all. Increas-
ing access to our private pension system and assuring that private pensions, health
care, and other employee benefits are secure and properly administered are some
of DOL’s most critical priorities addressed in this budget.

Quality Workplaces.—My third goal is to help guarantee every working American
a safe and healthful workplace with equal opportunity for all. I believe tough en-
forcement is necessary when an employer’s practices threaten workers’ safety and
health, discriminate on the basis of gender, race, religion, color, national origin, vet-
erans’ status, or disability, endanger children, or deprive workers of fair wages.
DOL’s ultimate goal, however, is compliance with employment laws. There must be
an appropriate balance of fair and consistent enforcement, cooperative partnerships,
and compliance assistance and training. Within the context of our global economy,
I am also firmly committed to improving workplaces internationally, such as by im-
proving implementation of core labor standards internationally and by eliminating
abusive child labor practices abroad.

A PREPARED WORKFORCE

We must ensure that every American has the skills, the education and the train-
ing to be ready for the challenges and opportunities of the 21st century. The funds
in DOL’s budget will support programs to provide skills to young Americans, to
work toward the goal of Universal Reemployment, and to reach out to untapped
pools of workers, such as homeless veterans and Americans with disabilities, and
bring them into the mainstream of our economy.

The fiscal year 2001 Budget Request puts a special focus on helping young people
gain the skills they need to start up the career ladder. Even in today’s booming
economy, in some areas, unemployment among young people reaches 30 percent or
more, and that is simply unacceptable. We cannot afford to lose even one of these
young people. There has never been a better time to invest in workforce develop-
ment initiatives. That is why we have launched our Youth Opportunity Movement
to give young people skills, jobs and hope.

Youth opportunity movement

I am proposing several programs under the Youth Opportunity Movement um-
brella to address the opportunity gaps and reach untapped labor markets in order
to advance the goal to promote a prepared workforce.

I am very pleased that President Clinton helped launch our Youth Opportunity
Movement as part of his New Markets tour last July. This is the most intensive
effort to reach young people in our Department’s history, and it is no secret that
it is a personal priority of mine. Our Labor Day 1999 report entitled “Future Work:
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Trends and Challenges for Work in the 21st Century” points out that there are al-
most 11 million young people who are not in school and have a high school diploma
or less. The four million high school dropouts are at a particular risk of being per-
manently disconnected and disenfranchised from our society. There are warning
signs when this is about to happen—the absence of supportive and caring individ-
uals in their lives; low academic success which often leads to diminished self-esteem
and leaving school; use and abuse of drugs and alcohol; out-of-wedlock births; and
contact with the criminal justice system.

Youth opportunity grants

The Department’s fiscal year 2001 budget includes $375 million for Youth Oppor-
tunity Grants, an increase of $125 million above fiscal year 2000. This program is
intended to provide comprehensive, longer term intervention, primarily in the lives
of out-of-school youth living in inner cities and high poverty areas, to help them
graduate from high school, get jobs, and progress in the workforce. On February 19,
the President announced the first round of grants to 36 communities across the
country—from Philadelphia to the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation. The fiscal year
2001 request includes $250 million to provide for the third year of funding of these
five-year grants. An additional $125 million is requested in fiscal year 2001 to fund
the first year of 12 to 15 new competitive grants to high poverty areas. The program
will serve an estimated 85,000 young people next year. These grants will focus on
raising the high school graduation rates and long-term employment prospects of
young people living in these poor areas.

Responsible reintegration for young offenders

As you know, we have shockingly high rates of incarceration in our Nation
today—and many of those in jail are young people. Too many out-of-work young peo-
ple get into trouble and wind up in jail, and that is a tragic waste. We need to pro-
vide positive alternatives and second chances.

That is why our budget includes $75 million to bring young offenders into the
workplace through job training, placement, and support services, and by creating
new partnerships between the criminal justice system and our workforce develop-
ment system. When we get young people out of trouble and into jobs, we are not
just helping individuals, we are strengthening the future of our communities. Each
year, approximately 500,000 people leave prison. We must do more than lock people
in jail. We must lead them into hope for the future.

This initiative will build on our experience with the Youth Offenders projects
begun under your leadership, Mr. Chairman. This large scale Workforce Investment
Act (WIA) Pilot and Demonstration initiative will link offenders under age 35 with
essential services that can help make the difference in their choices in the future,
such as education, training, job placement, drug counseling, and mentoring, which
are the primary tools for reintegrating this population into the mainstream econ-
omy. Through local competitive grants, this program would establish partnerships
between the criminal justice system and local workforce investment systems, and
will complement a related program in the Department of Justice. An estimated
19,000 offenders will be served by this initiative.

Safe schools/healthy students

When we think about the problems young people have today, we also think of the
tragic outbreaks of school violence that have shocked the Nation. We must ask what
we can do to reduce violence and drug abuse, and help move young people in the
right direction.

One of the Administration’s responses to this challenge is the Safe Schools/
Healthy Students Initiative, begun in fiscal year 1999 by the Departments of Jus-
tice, Education, and Health and Human Services. DOL’s budget for fiscal year 2001
includes $40 million to enable DOL to join this partnership in supporting commu-
nity-wide programs to prevent youth violence and drug abuse. With DOL’s participa-
tion, the activities for the next round of grants can be expanded to provide services
to out-of-school youth, including connections among high schools, post-secondary
schools, alternative schools, and work-based learning programs, in an effort to re-
duce violent behaviors.

The White House Council on Youth Violence—of which I am a member—will play
an important role in coordinating both the Safe Schools/Healthy Students and young
offenders initiatives.

Job Corps

The Job Corps continues to be America’s biggest and most successful residential
job training program for at-risk youth. The Job Corps provides intensive skills train-
ing and academic and social education for these youth. I am requesting $1.4 billion
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for the Job Corps in fiscal year 2001 to allow us to serve more than 73,000 young
people at 122 centers in almost every State. This request includes a net increase
of $35 million above fiscal year 2000 for the Job Corps to support efforts to attract
and retain top-quality staff, and for the operating costs of new centers.

Universal reemployment

For all our focus on young people, they are not and cannot be our only concern.
Many other Americans need help gaining the skills demanded by today’s economy.
Sometimes the challenge is not first-time employment but reemployment for those
who have lost jobs and need new skills. Two years ago the President set an ambi-
tious goal for our Nation called “Universal Reemployment.” We are on the path to
meet the goal of providing assistance to all dislocated workers who lose a job
through no fault of their own. The initiative will: provide all dislocated workers who
want and need assistance the resources to train for or find new jobs; expand and
improve the quality of employment services now available to all job seekers and en-
hance services for individuals receiving unemployment compensation; and ensure
access to the One Stop System, either in person or electronically, to help workers
find jobs and training.

The Department’s fiscal year 2001 request includes $1.975 billion, an increase of
$275 million above fiscal year 2000, for Universal Reemployment. Of this amount,
$1.8 billion, an increase of $181 million, will support dislocated worker retraining
and adjustment assistance activities under Workforce Investment Act. This initia-
tive will provide State formula grants, as well as a national emergency grant ac-
count, to help 984,000 laid off workers return to work quickly. These resources are
part of a phased in effort to assist all dislocated workers in need of these services.

We are requesting $154 million for new and better ways of providing employment
and related information through One Stop Career Centers and America’s Labor
Market Information System (ALMIS)—an increase of $44 million above fiscal year
2000. ALMIS services include America’s Job Bank which now lists about 1.5 million
jobs, and America’s Talent Bank, which lists more than 500,000 resumes. Also in-
cluded in DOL’s request for the Universal Reemployment initiative is an additional
$50 million for the One Stop Employment Service for reemployment services grants
that will provide targeted, staff-assisted services to unemployment insurance claim-
ants identified as having a high probability of exhausting their benefits. This will
speed their reentry into employment and reduce benefit duration. Finally, the re-
quest includes $10 million to implement AgNet nationally, a system that will match
agricultural workers with employers.

We are also concerned about the skill levels of currently employed workers. DOL’s
budget proposes $30 million for a new program of employment and training assist-
ance to incumbent workers under WIA Pilot and Demonstration authority. This ef-
fort is intended primarily to address the major job losses in the manufacturing in-
dustry where one half million jobs have been lost since March, 1998. Comple-
menting the activities under the Universal Reemployment proposal, this initiative
will boost skills and wages of non-management U.S. workers through competitive
grants to States to train and upgrade the skills of about 20,000 incumbent workers
and, through local partnerships, to help firms with training in order to prevent dis-
placements.

Fathers work [ families win

The Department’s budget includes $255 million for Fathers Work/Families Win,
a new two-part initiative that builds on the Welfare-to-Work program. Fathers
Work/Families Win promotes responsible fatherhood and supports working families.

We have all heard about deadbeat dads. Well, Fathers Work is about upbeat dads.
It will provide jobs for noncustodial parents—mostly fathers—who owe child sup-
port. Most of these fathers are young and unemployed. Most want to meet their obli-
gations, and Fathers Work will help make that possible. You cannot pay child sup-
port if you do not have a job.

A complementary part of this initiative, Families Win, will help low-income par-
ents who are struggling to make ends meet by helping them find work, obtain better
access to community services and upgrade their skills so they can move up career
ladders. Together, these two initiatives are an important, exciting new way to put
America to work. The strong working relationship we have forged with the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services in administering the job training, Welfare-to-
Work, and Temporary Assistance to Needy Families programs will serve our Fa-
thers Work/Families Win initiative. For example, our grants will go only to entities
that have established relationships with child support enforcement agencies, rein-
forcing linkages that have been developed under Welfare-to-Work.
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These competitive grants will be awarded to State and local Workforce Investment
Boards, enabling States and local communities to complement welfare reform efforts
by focusing on work connections, post-employment work support activities, and
skills training. The initiative helps families with incomes up to 200 percent of the
poverty level.

Disability initiatives

We are also reaching out to another untapped pool of talent. Last December, the
President signed the bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement Act, which makes it
possible for millions of people with disabilities to take jobs without losing their
health care. At a time when our economy is booming, 26 percent of persons with
a severe disability are working, as compared to over 80 percent of those persons
without a disability. We cannot afford to waste the talents of millions of Americans.

DOL’s budget includes funds to establish an Office of Disability Policy, Evalua-
tion, and Technical Assistance headed by an Assistant Secretary. This new office
will provide leadership within the Department of Labor in helping people with dis-
abilities enter, re-enter, and remain in the workforce. With the recent passage of
the Work Incentives Improvement Act and the Workforce Investment Act, the stage
is set to achieve real change in the unemployment rate of people with disabilities.
In addition, DOL’s budget continues the competitive grants enacted in fiscal year
2000, totaling $20 million to be awarded each year by the Department to partner-
ships of organizations to provide incentives for broader systems—building on efforts
to coordinate service delivery through, and linkages across, the One Stop Career
Center system established by the Workforce Investment Act.

HOMELESS VETERANS PROGRAMS

Homeless veterans represent another group with untapped promise. The Depart-
ment’s request for fiscal year 2001 includes $15 million—a 50 percent increase over
the fiscal year 2000 level—to provide employment and training services to help
about 15,000 homeless veterans obtain employment and progress toward self-suffi-
ciency. We expect about 8,700 homeless veterans to find jobs as a result of the serv-
ices we provide.

Economic indicators

The Department is also requesting $20 million for the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
$12 million of which is for new initiatives to improve major economic indicators,
which are critical for monitoring the state of the economy and implementing Federal
legislation. In its Producer Price Index program, BLS will extend coverage for the
first time to the construction sector of the U.S. economy, and will continue its ongo-
ing expansion of coverage in the service sector. This budget request includes $4.3
million to develop a new timeuse survey that will provide nationally representative
estimates of how Americans spend their time in an average week, weekday, and
weekend. This will provide important and meaningful data in many areas such as
the amount of time invested in the care of the young and the elderly in our society,
variations between single and two-parent families, and time invested in skills acqui-
sition.

A SECURE WORKFORCE

The second strategic goal is a secure workforce. It is not enough simply to have
a job. The goal of a secure workforce helps attain important values, such as dignity,
family and community. A job should pay a decent wage, should provide health care
benefits and should lead to a quality retirement.

You cannot have security, or strong families and strong communities, if people
work hard and still cannot pay their bills. That is why the President has proposed
to increase the minimum wage by one dollar an hour over the next two years. This
increase would help more than ten million workers—almost 70 percent of them
adults and 60 percent of them women. For a minimum wage worker, a $2000 raise
is enough for a family of four to pay its rent for five months or to buy groceries
for seven months. Raising the minimum wage is simple economic justice.

Too many workers are also insecure because they are afraid their jobs will be sent
overseas. That is why the President again proposes legislation to consolidate, reform
and extend the Trade Adjustment Assistance and NAFTA Transitional Adjustment
Assistance programs for workers who lose their jobs due to trade. The proposals
would expand eligibility for benefits to workers who lose jobs when production shifts
abroad, increase training opportunities for trade-affected workers, link training and
income support, and provide needed support services.

Pension, health and other employee benefits are vital to the economic security of
hard-working Americans and their families. As Secretary of Labor, I have the re-
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sponsibility for protecting these job-based benefits for more than 150 million Ameri-
cans.

We work diligently to make sure workers feel secure in their promised benefits.
We make certain that the assets held by pension and health plans are secure and
available to pay promised benefits. The Department operates a nationwide program
of educational outreach and technical assistance that serves to protect the rights of
workers and their families entitled to benefits under their job-based benefit plans.
We provide broad-based outreach to employers, especially small employers, to assist
them with their questions about the plans they sponsor for their employees and to
encourage those employers who do not sponsor a plan to consider setting one up.
The Department also recognizes the importance of partnerships—we work with the
employee benefits community to find innovative solutions that enhance our nation’s
system of employee benefits.

That is why our budget request of $108 million for the Pension and Welfare Bene-
fits Administration includes additional resources to expand our efforts to provide
protection to the health care and pensions of workers and their families. These new
protections will include implementing a new program (the Rapid ERISA Action
Compliance Team) to better protect the rights and benefits of American workers and
their families if their employer faces financial hardship and their pension and
health benefits are in jeopardy. In addition, the budget request will expand the De-
partment’s Health Benefits Education Campaign and enhance our customer service
efforts by developing new publications, multimedia educational products and the
creation of a toll-free interactive system to provide individuals with maximum direct
access to the customer service staff trained to answer their health care and pension
related questions. These initiatives will build on our ongoing efforts and allow us
to respond to the increasing demand from workers and their families for assist-
ance—last year we responded to over 153,000 inquiries from workers and their fam-
ilies and obtained benefit recoveries of over 62 million dollars.

The Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC) also helps achieve the goal of
a secure workforce by guaranteeing pension benefits for 42 million workers and re-
tirees in private-sector defined benefit plans. The budget request provides increases
for enhanced computer security and to speed final benefit determinations.

QUALITY WORKPLACES

Our third strategic goal is quality workplaces. By quality workplaces, we mean
those that reflect such basic values as health, safety and fair play. Globalization
means we must be concerned about the quality of workplaces overseas as well as
at home. That is why the President has challenged us to put a human face on the
global economy.

International child labor

According to the International Labor Organization, an estimated 250 million chil-
dren between the ages of 5 and 14 are working in developing countries, 120 million
of them full time, and tens of millions under abusive or dangerous conditions. We
are committed to improving the lives of children both at home and abroad by oppos-
ing abusive child labor wherever it exists and by providing the necessary resources
for its elimination. Building on our past funding of the ILO’s international child
labor program, and the recent ILO convention on banning the worst forms of child
labor that was unanimously approved by the U. S. Senate in November and signed
by the President in December, the Administration proposes $100 million to support
international efforts to eliminate abusive child labor. These funds would not only
permit us to increase the global efforts to remove children from abusive and dan-
gerous conditions, but would also allow us to increase our efforts to support the edu-
cational infrastructure in areas where oppressive child labor is a pervasive and sys-
temic problem. Education, not hard labor provides children with real opportunities
and hope for a better future. I would like to thank Senator Harkin for his impres-
sive leadership on this issue over the past several years.

International labor standards

Additionally, our budget includes $40 million for international core labor stand-
ards initiatives. The Department proposes to expand the efforts begun last year to
achieve internationally-recognized core labor standards, and to build social safety
nets, so American workers can be more confident that we are building a global econ-
omy with the “human face” that President Clinton has called for. This should be
a race to the top—not to the bottom. In all these ways, we are working to make
globalization empower workers and improve their lives, not accept a lowering of
standards at a time when so much progress is possible.
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When we consider quality in the international workplace, we must also consider
the terrible harm being done by HIV/AIDS. When I was in Africa last year, I saw
that AIDS is not only a vast human tragedy but a major economic disaster. When
workers die, their skills and experience die with them. Production is down in many
countries. This disease threatens not only development and progress in Africa but
peace and stability.

That is why our budget includes $10 million as part of a larger, government-wide
Global HIV/AIDS Initiative that will work with African leaders to use the workplace
as a forum for providing health education programs to prevent the spread of AIDS.
The workplace has a great, potential for providing millions of workers with informa-
tion that can literally save their lives.

Domestic child labor

To continue our commitment towards reducing the more than 200,000 workplace
injuries that occur among young workers in America each year, I am requesting $13
million for the Department’s domestic child labor activities, including $8 million to
continue to help eliminate violations of domestic child labor laws, particularly in the
agricultural sector, and $5 million for demonstration programs to provide alter-
natives to field work for migrant youth. This request includes additional funds to
implement targeted enforcement tools, including “strike teams” in the agricultural
and garment industries, and to enhance education and outreach efforts undertaken
as part of the “Safe Work/Safe Kids” initiative.

Family leave

Today, the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) allows covered and eligible
workers to take up to 12 weeks of job-protected, unpaid leave to care for a newborn
or adopted child, attend to their own serious health needs, or care for a seriously
ill parent, child, or spouse making it less likely that employees will have to choose
between work and family. The President has again proposed to expand the FMLA
to reach workers in firms with 25 or more employees, extending coverage to 12 mil-
lion more workers.

For lack of money and other reasons many workers are unable to take advantage
of unpaid leave. The Department is requesting $20 million to fund competitive plan-
ning grants for States and other interested entities to explore ways to make paren-
tal leave and other forms of family leave more affordable and accessible for Amer-
ican workers. This initiative will help identify in more detail the workers in need
of financial assistance to take parental/family leave and to develop and evaluate op-
tions to aid these workers.

Equal pay

We cannot talk seriously about a quality workplace unless we also talk of equal
pay for equal work. Today, the average woman who works full-time earns approxi-
mately 75 cents for each dollar that an average man earns. This gap, in part, is
attributable to differing levels of experience, education and skills. However, even
after accounting for these factors, a significant pay gap remains between men and
women. When women are not fairly paid, their whole family suffers. We need to rid
ourselves of this stubborn, lingering pay discrimination.

That is why the President has proposed an Equal Pay Initiative to expand oppor-
tunities for women and help end wage discrimination. His proposal includes $17
million for the Department to support initiatives on behalf of equal pay. The Equal
Pay Initiative dedicates $10 million from the current H-1B nonimmigrant fee for
DOL to train women in nontraditional occupations such as those in high-tech indus-
tries and also provides $7 million to help employers assess and improve their pay
policies, to provide nontraditional apprenticeships, and to support public education
efforts. The President supports the Paycheck Fairness Act, which would strengthen
wage discrimination laws and provide for additional research, training, and public
education efforts on this important subject.

Workplace safety

Finally, safety and health are absolutely basic to a quality workplace. We are
proud that for the sixth consecutive year, workplace injury rates have come down
and are now at the lowest level since we began keeping records in the 1970s. But
we can still do better. Even one workplace death is too many.

Our budget includes $668 million to promote health and safety for more than one
hundred million workers through programs of the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration and the Mine Safety and Health Administration. Through a com-
bination of targeted enforcement, compliance assistance and partnerships, these
agencies work hard to protect workers from illness, injury and needless death.
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The Department’s request includes a $44 million increase for OSHA which will
enable OSHA to achieve better balance between its outreach activities, such as com-
pliance assistance and training, and its enforcement activities, which in recent years
have been targeted to high hazard worksites. The increase will improve our ability
to provide expertise and services to both employers and employees.

Among OSHA’s efforts to provide safe and healthful workplaces is its ergonomics
rulemaking. Workers suffer roughly 600,000 musculoskeletal disorders each year.
The proposed standard can protect 27 million workers from the risk of incurring
such injuries and illnesses. I remain committed to completing the standard this
year.

The Department is requesting an increase of $14.2 million for the Mine Safety
and Health Administration’s (MSHA’s) programs to enhance protection of miners, by
providing necessary training to miners and for better auditing of accident and injury
reporting. Approximately $3.2 million of this increase will augment MSHA’s enforce-
ment activities in the metal/nonmetal industries. DOL’s budget also includes a re-
quest for additional funds for the State grant program to provide training assistance
to miners and mine operators.

Information technology initiative

The Department’s fiscal year 2001 budget establishes a permanent, centralized IT
investment fund for DOL managed by the Chief Information Officer (CIO). In the
past, DOL agencies have separately budgeted for and managed their own IT invest-
ments. While the investments met the immediate needs of the individual agency,
a unified approach will provide more efficient and effective services.

For fiscal year 2001, the Department’s request includes $60 million to fund IT in-
vestments within three crosscutting areas: (1) Information Technology Architecture
and Web Services; (2) Common Office Automation Implementation; and (3) Security-
Critical Infrastructure Protection. These investments will enable the Department to
implement a sound information technology investment strategy, and expand our
Internet capacity for the elaws program which provides the public with additional
access to information on labor laws.

CONCLUSION

These are some of the ways we will work in fiscal year 2001 to achieve our De-
partment’s strategic goals. These are important, exciting initiatives, because they
are not just numbers or words on paper—they are about helping real people, with
real talents to develop and real challenges to overcome.

I will be happy to answer to any questions you may have about the fiscal year
2001 President’s Budget for the Department of Labor.



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

STATEMENT OF HON. DONNA SHALALA, SECRETARY

Senator SPECTER. We now turn to the distinguished Secretary of
Health and Human Services. As noted by Senator Harkin, Sec-
retary Shalala has served during the full 7 years plus of the Presi-
dent’s administration. And beyond that is the longest serving Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services in U.S. history.

During her career, she has been a scholar, a teacher, a public ad-
ministrator, chancellor at the University of Wisconsin-Madison,
where she was the first woman to head a big ten university, and
named by Business Week as one of the five best managers in high-
er education. She earned a Ph.D. from the Maxwell School of Citi-
zenship in public affairs.

And we welcome you back, Madame Secretary.

Secretary SHALALA. Thank you very much, Senator Specter, Sen-
ator Harkin, members of the subcommittee.

I would like to begin by thanking you, Mr. Chairman, for the
leadership you have shown in working to prevent youth violence.
And I would like to thank Senator Harkin for his kind words, too.

When we presented our fiscal year 2001 budget, I noted the sear-
ing images that we saw last year at Columbine and other schools
must never be repeated. If there was ever a bipartisan issue in this
country, this is it. That is why the President worked with Congress
to establish a new White House Council on Youth Violence to get
all Federal agencies thinking and working together to prevent
youth violence.

And that is why my colleagues, Secretary Herman and Secretary
Riley, and I join you in your determination to bring to bear the re-
sources we need to fight this problem effectively. How pleased I am
to be with both of them today.

At HHS, the Surgeon General is developing a report on youth vi-
olence that we expect to be completed this year. However, this
much we already know. Violence is preventable. So we intend to
find out what works and what does not and then publish and dis-
seminate a source book of the best practices. Our budget also in-
creases the mental health block grant by $60 million, a full 17 per-
i:ent. And we are budgeting another $78 million to stop youth vio-
ence.

Now let me highlight other important features of our budget and
why we believe this budget is critical to the health and future of
the American people.

Our fiscal year 2001 budget brings us to where we should be at
the dawn of a new century, a great nation pledging allegiance to
great goals. Those goals are expanded health care coverage, re-
newed support for children and families, greater scientific advance-
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ment, and the creation of a healthier America. Our fiscal year 2001
budget brings those goals within reach without loosening our com-
mitment to fiscal discipline or to a balanced budget.

This budget is about people. It makes a record investment in
health care coverage, in access and in quality. Two years ago, with
bipartisan support, we launched the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program. Two million children are now enrolled.

Now we want to make sure that this new program, and Med-
icaid, carry millions more children and their parents into the safe
harbor of quality health care. The President’s Family Care Pro-
gram will do just that.

But even as we expand coverage to some parents through Family
Care, we recognize that many low income adults work in jobs that
do not offer health insurance. These workers frequently rely on
local health institutions and local professionals who provide serv-
ices at a reduced or no cost. Secretary Herman has married a man
who does exactly that. Dr. Franklin is a family doctor.

And while he gets reimbursement from many parts of the health
care system, he told me the other night that he also often has to
offer reduced cost services to make sure the families he has treated
over the years, who might lose their health insurance, continue to
get that treatment.

This year we want to increase our support for community service
networks to $125 million, five times our investment last year. We
need to strengthen and modernize Medicare. First and foremost,
that means dedicating more than $300 billion of the on-budget sur-
plus over 10 years to extend the solvency of the trust fund until
2025.

We also must add a voluntary prescription drug benefit to Medi-
care. And I emphasize voluntary. As the President said in his State
of the Union message, we would never design Medicare today with-
out a prescription drug benefit. We cannot change the past. How-
ever, we can change the future and catch up with modern medi-
cine. But the longer we wait, the worse the problem will become.
And the more expensive it will become.

Government cannot step into the shoes of parents and commu-
nities. But government does have a role to play in helping families
balance work and children. One recent study notes that in 1998
only 10 percent of the 14.7 million children eligible for Federal
child care subsidies received them.

So as part of the President’s Child Care Initiative, this year’s
budget adds another $817 million to the Child Care Development
Block Grant.

Senator Specter, you will recognize that exact amount, because
we talked about it during the appropriations process last year. This
is part of our discretionary budget and brings the total block grant
to $2 billion.

Mr. Chairman, Head Start is one of the most successful bipar-
tisan programs our two branches of government has ever created
for children. And this year we are requesting $6.3 billion for Head
Start. That is $1 billion more than last year, the largest increase
in the history of Head Start. We believe the program merits it.
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I cannot talk, of course, about children without talking about
drugs, as you have yourself, Mr. Chairman. I know that you would
like to pursue this further in our question and answer period.

We know that marijuana use has leveled off among teens, but too
many teens are still saying yes to drugs and alcohol. And that is
why our budget includes over $3.3 billion for substance abuse treat-
ment and prevention.

I mentioned the success we have had in cutting the death rate
from AIDS, but HIV/AIDS is still a disease without a cure. And it
is still the greatest public health challenge both here and around
the world. So fighting HIV/AIDS remains a top priority for the de-
partment. Our total AIDS budget this year is $9.2 billion, an in-
crease of 8.4 percent over last year. Every agency’s AIDS-fighting
budget is going up, in prevention, treatment and research.

On the prevention side, we have proposed to add an additional
$75 million to help stop the spread of the disease. Specifically, the
CDC will direct $40 million of the new funds to local communities,
including prevention services to target minority communities. CDC
will spend another $26 million to fight AIDS around the world.

And at the same time, the Health Resources and Services Admin-
istration will spend $1.7 billion in Ryan White funding to help peo-
ple living with HIV/AIDS. This is a $125 million increase over last
year.

Our budget requests for AIDS-related research at NIH is $2.1
billion, a 5.2 percent increase over last year. The total NIH budget
this year is $18.8 billion, $1 billion more than last year. This sub-
committee, of course, should take pride in the unprecedented in-
vestment it has made in basic and clinical research.

Our shared commitment to the National Institutes of Health, and
to producing quality science and quality scientists of the next gen-
eration on both the NIH campus and at the great research univer-
sities, is an extraordinary legacy.

Years from now, I predict we will see results beyond our wildest
dreams. And some of those results are certain to come from the $73
million we intend to invest over 2 years to build a National Neuro-
science Research Center at the National Institutes of Health. This
will put all NIH brain research under one roof. More important,
the center will usher in what is certainly to be the century of the
brain.

In the interest of time, let me quickly mention three other areas
where we intend to increase our discretionary budget. We take very
seriously the need to stop infectious diseases and bioterrorism.

Our budget increases by almost 50 percent CDC’s funding for
disease surveillance. As for bioterrorism, which may be the biggest
threat of the 21st century, we are proposing to spend $265 million
to prepare for and respond to biological attacks.

We also want to make a major investment in bricks and mortar.
In addition to the Neuroscience Research Center at NIH, CDC pro-
poses to spend $127 million, $70 million more than last year, to
modernize and expand three critical laboratory sites. The remain-
ing funds will go towards completing the Edward R. Roybal infec-
tious disease lab and construction of a new environmental health
lab.
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Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude my testimony by noting that
our greatest moral imperative is to close the gaps in health out-
comes between minorities and the majority population. In 1998, the
President set a goal of ending health disparities in six major areas.
Now almost every operating division of my department is working
to close these gaps.

That includes an additional $35 million for CDC for community-
based research and demonstration projects to reduce disparities,
money aimed at those communities themselves.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of this com-
mittee. I would be happy to join my colleagues a little later to an-
swer any questions you may have.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Secretary Shalala.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DONNA SHALALA

Good morning, Chairman Specter, Senator Harkin, and members of the Sub-
committee. I am pleased to appear before you today to discuss the President’s fiscal
year 2001 budget for the Department of Health and Human Services. At the outset,
let me thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership on the prevention of
youth violence and substance abuse and on the treatment of mental health—issues
which I will discuss in detail later in my testimony. I am honored to be here with
S}fcretaries Herman and Riley to continue our dialogue and coordinated efforts in
these areas.

A PROUD HISTORY. . .

Mr. Chairman, before I discuss our plans for confronting the challenges that lie
ahead, I think it is important first to take a look back at where we have been. Over
the past seven years, we have worked together to develop innovative solutions that
have improved the health and well being of all Americans. Let me note just a few
of these accomplishments:

—Working together, we have expanded enrollment in Head Start from approxi-

mately 714,000 children in 1993 to an estimated 950,000 in this budget, while
at the same time improving the quality of the program, thereby providing a
strong foundation for success for hundreds of thousands of low-income children.

—Two years ago, the President called for an increase of almost 50 percent over
five years in the NIH budget as part of his Research for America Fund. Since
that time the NIH budget has increased by over $4.2 billion and, with the fund-
ing proposed by the President this year, we will be ahead of schedule in reach-
ing our goal. In addition, we have increased the number of Research Project
Grants funded by the National Institutes of Health by over 30 percent, from
23,952 in fiscal year 1993 to 31,524 in this budget. This represents a dramatic
expansion of our scientific knowledge base that will pave the way for biomedical
advances in the years ahead.

—We have nearly doubled the number of people receiving access to comprehensive
combination drug therapy under the Ryan White Care Act AIDS Drug Assist-
ance Program (ADAP), from almost 49,000 in 1994 to approximately 75,000
with this budget.

—We have improved the health of our seniors by increasing the number of
healthy meals served to older Americans under the Administration on Aging’s
Nutrition programs from 240 million in fiscal year 1994 to 279 million in this
budget year.

—With the enactment of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act
of 1996, we have helped individuals keep their insurance when they change
jobs, guaranteed renewability of coverage, and helped ensure access to health
insurance for small business.

—Together with the states, we have undertaken the largest health care coverage
initiative since Medicare, namely the State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. In just the two years since its enactment, the number of children enrolled
in SCHIP—now almost 2 million—has doubled. In addition, the number of
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states covering children up to 200 percent of poverty has increased by more
than sevenfold.

—Last year, the President signed into law the bipartisan Ticket to Work and
Work Incentives Improvement Act that allows people with disabilities to main-
tain their Medicare and Medicaid coverage when they go to work. It also in-
cludes a new demonstration program that allows people with disabilities who
are still working and are not sufficiently disabled to qualify for Medicaid to ob-
tain coverage and reforms the training system for people with disabilities.

—We created the Vaccines for Children Program, to finance immunizations for
children without private health coverage. Childhood immunization coverage
rates in 1998 were the highest ever recorded. Ninety percent of toddlers in
1996, 1997 and 1998 received the most critical doses of each of the routinely
recommended vaccines, surpassing the President’s 1993 goal.

We also have undertaken a number of new initiatives to target emerging threats
and address long-standing problems. We have launched new initiatives to promote
research on disease prevention and health care quality, to improve the quality of
nursing home care, to provide support for our nation’s children’s hospitals, and to
increase the number of children adopted from our child welfare systems. To educate
Medicare beneficiaries about their health care options, we have implemented the
largest peacetime outreach campaign ever undertaken by the federal government.
We have stepped up efforts to increase the availability of substance abuse treat-
ment, to eliminate racial and ethnic health disparities, and to address the AIDS cri-
sis in minority communities. And we have invested significant resources to prepare
the nation to respond to the medical and public health consequences of chemical and
bioterrorist attacks. We have launched new initiatives to protect the rights of Amer-
icans in managed care and protect the privacy of electronic medical records, and
most recently, to improve patient safety and reduce preventable medical errors in
our health care systems.

While we should be proud of past accomplishments, we must continue to address
ongoing health and human services challenges. These include: expanding access to
quality health care and extending protections to the uninsured and at-risk; sup-
porting working families and bettering the lives of our nation’s children; encour-
aging greater scientific advancement; and creating a healthier America.

Thanks to our continuing economic prosperity, we have a great opportunity to
meet these challenges. In the last two years, we have recorded back-to-back sur-
pluses for the first time since the 1950’s. The combination of a strong economy, fis-
cal discipline, and unprecedented advances in our scientific knowledge give us the
opportunity to make the investments needed to build on all of our achievements
over the last seven years.

Mr. Chairman, the total HHS budget request for fiscal year 2001 is $421.4 billion
(Outlays). The amount before this subcommittee totals $267 billion (BA), of which
$44.8 billion is discretionary. This discretionary component represents an increase
of $4.5 billion over last year. Let me now highlight the main components of our fis-
cal year 2001 budget request.

EXPANDED HEALTH CARE COVERAGE

We live in an age of remarkable advances in the biomedical sciences. Yet too
many of our citizens are denied the benefits of these advances because they lack
access to quality, affordable health care. Throughout his Administration, President
Clinton has made expanding access to health care one of his most important goals.
Working with the Congress, we have had some notable successes, including enact-
ment of the State Children’s Health Insurance Program, which today covers nearly
2 million children; the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act, which
allows workers to keep health insurance coverage when they change jobs and limits
the ability of insurers to deny coverage based on pre-existing conditions; and most
recently, the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act, which allows
disabled Americans to return to work without losing their Medicare and Medicaid
coverage.

But even with these successes, approximately one-seventh of the population still
lacks health insurance. Our budget seeks to address these problems through a num-
ber of initiatives designed not only to expand access to care but to improve the qual-
ity of health care as well.

Expanding coverage under Medicaid and SCHIP

The State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP), enacted in 1997, now
provides nearly two million low-income, uninsured children with access to health in-
surance, preventive medicine, and immunizations. While the success of the SCHIP
program has greatly enhanced the health of these children, many of their parents
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remain uninsured. And there still are many children who are eligible for Medicaid
and SCHIP who are not currently enrolled. With the country’s resources growing,
the economy booming, and the SCHIP program showing great progress, it makes
sense to take advantage of this opportunity to implement new options for low-in-
come working families without health insurance. The President’s budget includes
proposals to create a new “FamilyCare” program that expands coverage to the par-
ents of children eligible for Medicaid and SCHIP, increase outreach efforts, and sim-
plify the enrollment process.

Under FamilyCare, parents would be enrolled in the same programs as their chil-
dren, and states would receive the higher SCHIP matching payments for expanding
coverage to parents. To ensure that the original intent of the SCHIP program is
met, states would be required to expand eligibility for children up to 200 percent
of poverty before accessing funds to cover parents. As is the case with children, pri-
ority in enrollment would be given to lower-income parents before covering higher-
income parents.

If, after five years, some states have not expanded coverage of parents to at least
100 percent of poverty, they would then be required to do so. By 2006, all poor par-
ents would be eligible for coverage just as their children are today. We believe that
enrolling parents in Medicaid or SCHIP will not only improve their health, but will
also make it easier for entire families to access insurance through one source, there-
by increasing the number of children participating in the program. This FamilyCare
initiative is a practical, targeted approach to encouraging greater insurance cov-
erage. Over eighty percent of parents of uninsured children under 200 percent of
poverty are themselves uninsured, while nearly two-thirds of uninsured parents (6.5
million) have children eligible for Medicaid or SCHIP. The budget proposes to ex-
tend and improve the transitional Medicaid program, which provides important
health insurance coverage for families moving from welfare to work. Our proposals
would use existing state administrative and delivery systems and no new bureauc-
racies would be needed.

In addition to covering parents, states also will be given the option to extend Med-
icaid coverage to young people ages 19 and 20. If they do, they will also have the
option to cover kids up to age 20 under SCHIP. To further increase Medicaid and
SCHIP enrollment, the President’s budget supports new efforts to simplify eligibility
and aggressively expand efforts to enroll eligible children identified through school
lunch programs. To ensure that children are not overlooked in States that have dif-
ferent rules and procedures for Medicaid and SCHIP, we also propose to require
that States conform certain eligibility rules between Medicaid and SCHIP. Our
budget also proposes $10 million in mandatory funding for competitive grants to
States that develop innovative plans for outreach to the homeless and the coordina-
tion of services across the Medicaid, SCHIP, TANF, Food Stamps, and Mental
Health and Substance Abuse programs. If they do, they also will have the option
to cover kids up to age 20 under SCHIP.

Finally, our budget seeks to reverse some of the inequities that have resulted
from the 1996 welfare reform legislation by giving states the option to provide Med-
icaid or SCHIP coverage to legal immigrant children and pregnant women. The
budget also proposes to restore SSI and Medicaid eligibility to legal immigrants who
entered the United States after the enactment of welfare reform, become disabled
and live in the U.S. for five years. Parents of legal immigrant children would also
be eligible for coverage under our FamilyCare proposal. In addition, the budget
seeks to restore Food Stamps eligibility to legal immigrants who were in the country
before the enactment of welfare reform and either subsequently reach age 65 or
have children who are eligible for Food Stamps.

In addition, the budget will take an important step to improve the health of low-
income Americans by ensuring that they have access to drugs that help them quit
smoking. The budget will ensure every state Medicaid program covers both prescrip-
tion and non-prescription smoking cessation drugs, removing a special exclusion
now in law, and requiring states to cover these drugs as they cover all other FDA-
approved drugs.

Modernizing and strengthening Medicare

For the last thirty-five years, Medicare has been the cornerstone of our efforts to
ensure that all seniors have access to the quality health care they need and deserve.
However, since its enactment in 1965, much in the health care system has changed,
not only the types of care provided and the setting in which these services are per-
formed, but also the makeup of the population that receives Medicare. These
changes have dramatically increased the financial strains on the Medicare program,
and current actuarial projections show that by approximately 2015, just as the large
baby-boom generation is becoming eligible, Medicare may be faced with insolvency.
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The Clinton-Gore Administration budget also dedicates $432 billion over ten years
to Medicare to extend the solvency of the Trust Fund until at least 2025 and to cre-
ate a voluntary, affordable prescription drug benefit. It includes a new, multi-billion
dollar reserve fund that can be used to add protections against catastrophic drug
costs to the President’s proposed drug benefit. This financing commitment is part
of a comprehensive plant to modernize and strengthen Medicare to ensure that it
can continue to deliver high quality, affordable care in the 21st Century. These
steps include making the program more competitive; introducing private sector pur-
chasing and management tools; and continuing our historic fight against fraud,
waste, and abuse.

Over the last thirty-five years, the development of new prescription drugs to treat
a variety of conditions has helped Americans to live longer and higher quality lives.
The centerpiece of the President’s plan to modernize Medicare is a voluntary pre-
scription drug benefit that would be affordable and accessible to all beneficiaries.
This benefit, which would rely on market competition to obtain lower prices, would
have no deductible, and would pay half of all costs up to $2,000 in fiscal year 2003,
increasing to $5,000 by fiscal year 2009. The plan would fully pay for costs for bene-
ficiaries with incomes below 135 percent of the poverty level, and provide premium
assistance for those with incomes between 135 and 150 percent of the poverty level,
while providing financial incentives to employers to continue offering prescription
drug benefits to current retirees.

The President’s budget also proposes much-needed incentives to increase the utili-
zation of preventive services by Medicare beneficiaries. Our plan would eliminate
existing coinsurance and deductibles for covered preventive benefits, including
colorectal and prostate cancer screenings, pelvic exams, mammographies, bone mass
measurement, and diabetes self-management. The President also is planning to de-
velop a three-year demonstration for smoking cessation services. By lowering the
cost and expanding the availability of these services, we will not only save lives, but
will minimize the need for more extensive, and expensive, treatments in the future.

While we work to strengthen Medicare to better serve current beneficiaries, our
budget also includes proposals to expand access to Medicare to groups who face bar-
riers to health insurance coverage. These proposals will allow Americans ages 62 to
65 to buy into Medicare by paying a premium, provide a similar buy-in option for
displaced workers ages 55 to 62 who have lost employer-provided health coverage,
and provide COBRA coverage to retirees between the ages of 55 and 65 whose com-
panies have reneged on their promise to provide health benefits. To make these buy-
in options more affordable, the budget includes a proposal for a tax credit, available
to displaced workers over age 55 as well as all eligible persons ages 62 to 64, that
would be equal to 25 percent of the buy-in premiums.

As important as our efforts to modernize the Medicare benefit package are, Medi-
care recipients will be able to realize the full benefits of these new services only
when we give equal attention to strengthening and modernizing the management
of our health programs. The President’s budget continues efforts to improve the
Health Care Financing Administration’s (HCFA) management, building on the five-
part reform plan advanced last year to increase flexibility while also increasing ac-
countability. Our budget also maintains our commitment to fighting fraud and
abuse, investing in a new Medicare contractor oversight initiative to address a num-
ber of concerns outlined in OIG and GAO reports last year. This initiative includes
funding to improve evaluation of program operations, establish financial manage-
ment controls at each contractor, develop an integrated general ledger accounting
system that will ensure clean audit opinions into the future, and monitor and over-
see these changes at all contractors.

These actions will augment the successful efforts we have undertaken in partner-
ship with you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator Harkin to combat fraud, waste, and
abuse in the Medicare and Medicaid programs. As you know, the Department of
Justice recently announced that, in conjunction with HHS, it had achieved a $486
million settlement with a national health provider that had been defrauding the
Medicare program. This action is in addition to results reported in latest Health
Care Fraud and Abuse Control account report that indicated that $490 million had
been collected as a result of successful prosecutions in 1999. Of that amount, $369
million was returned to the Medicare trust funds. In addition, the Medicare Integ-
rity Program reported an increase of 25 percent in total overpayments prevented
and identified in the first six months of fiscal year 1999 compared to the same pe-
riod the year before. These successful efforts are why the latest Medicare Trustees’
Report included this Administration’s fraud and abuse efforts as a contributing fac-
tor in slowing the rate of growth of the Medicare program.
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Increasing access to health care for uninsured individuals

Those who lack health insurance often are forced to rely on emergency rooms or
ad-hoc networks of facilities and individual health professionals for whatever care
they are able to receive, or to forgo any health care at all. Last year, the President’s
budget requested $25 million to launch a new initiative to help community health
clinics, public hospitals, academic health centers, and other institutions serving the
poor to create new systems of comprehensive and coordinated care that uninsured
workers and their families could depend on, and Congress responded by fully fund-
ing this request. To continue this effort, this year the President is proposing to in-
crease funding for this initiative to $125 million. This increase will allow as many
as 40 to 60 additional communities to receive grants to improve the capacity of safe-
ty-net providers. The President’s budget also continues to provide strong support for
the nation’s Community Health Centers, which provide care to nearly 10 million
low-income and uninsured individuals in rural and inner city areas. Our budget re-
quests $1.1 billion to support Community Health Centers, an increase of $50 million
over last year.

Long-term care

With more Americans now living longer than ever before, one of the most pressing
demands we face is the increasing need for long-term care services. Studies show
that the great majority of individuals who need long-term care prefer to remain in
their own homes and communities rather than receive care in institutional settings,
but this places a heavy burden on the family members and friends who must pro-
vide supports for them. More than half of these caregivers are women, and one-third
have full time jobs. Our budget seeks to address the pressing need for new long-
term care solutions through a multi-faceted initiative designed to help both the mil-
lions of Americans who require long-term care and those who care for them.

Our budget invests $125 million to support family caregiver activities in the Ad-
ministration on Aging (AoA). This initiative will provide States and local commu-
nities with the flexibility to design and provide caregiver support activities to ap-
proximately 250,000 families nationwide who are caring for elderly relatives with
chronic diseases and disabilities. Services provided will include quality respite care,
information about local services, counseling, and training for complex care needs.

The budget also proposes $140 million over five years to expand access to home
and community-based care services under Medicaid through an option to equalize
income eligibility standards for those who need institutional care but choose to live
in the community. This long-term care initiative also includes a $3,000 tax credit
to provide support for those with long term care needs and those who care for a
disabled or elderly relative; an innovative housing initiative to integrate assisted liv-
ing facilities and Medicaid home and community based care settings; and a program
to provide Federal employees, annuitants and their families with the opportunity to
purchase private long-term care insurance at group rates.

Nursing home quality initiative

As we begin to develop a support system for those who choose to receive long
term-care in home and community-based settings, we must also continue to ensure
that nursing home residents are receiving the highest quality care possible. The fis-
cal year 2001 budget includes $71 million for continuing quality monitoring activi-
ties in last year’s budget to improve federal and state oversight of nursing homes.
Now in its third year, this initiative supports the efforts of states to strengthen en-
forcement and oversight of nursing home quality and to crack down on those who
repeatedly violate program standards. Expanding on activities already underway,
funding will support increased surveys of repeat offenders, improved training for
surveyors, and enhanced legal services including resolution of the backlog of ap-
peals.

RENEWED SUPPORT FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

Mr. Chairman, these investments in health care access and quality, in improving
our public health system, and in broadening our scientific knowledge, all are funda-
mental to making sure that the new century is a time of good health and prosperity
for all Americans. But just as we honor our commitments in the health arena, we
also keep our commitments to improving the lives of the nation’s children and fami-
lies. The President’s budget keeps our promise to work toward an America where
every child, and every family, has the opportunity to succeed at work, at school, and
at home.
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HHS YOUTH VIOLENCE PREVENTION ACTIVITIES

HHS is pursuing a range of activities to assist in the prevention of youth violence,
and we have requested $78 million for these activities. The Safe Schools/Healthy
Students Initiative is an unprecedented collaborative effort involving this Depart-
ment, along with the Departments of Education and Justice. SAMHSA is our lead
agency for this important effort. Through this initiative, we are assisting 54 school
districts in designing and implementing comprehensive educational, mental health,
social services, law enforcement and juvenile justice services for youth. The increase
in this program provided by the Congress for fiscal year 2000 will enable us to in-
crease that number to 70-75 Safe Schools/Healthy Students grants by the end of
the fiscal year. In addition to its support for this partnership, SAMHSA has devel-
oped a comprehensive set of activities to provide direct grants for exemplary prac-
tices as well as a variety of activities for developing innovative technology, technical
assistance, evaluation and social marketing in the youth violence prevention arena.

The Surgeon General is developing a Report on Youth Violence that may be com-
pleted this year. Local communities, private organizations, academia, other federal
departments, state and local governments, and other groups are providing informa-
tion and assistance to ensure the report soundly addresses the prevention of youth
violence. In addition, CDC is engaged in a variety of activities including research
on school violence and suicide prevention. For example, CDC will evaluate programs
for high risk youth and publish and disseminate The Best Practices to Prevent Vio-
lence by Children and Adolescents: A Sourcebook based on the input of experts from
across the nation. CDC also will initiate National Centers of Excellence on Youth
Violence and a National Youth Violence Prevention Resource Center. The Adminis-
tration for Children and Families (ACF) is proposing to build on these efforts by fo-
cusing on the mental health needs of runaway and homeless youth.

NIH research has demonstrated behavioral interventions in the home and class-
room that address violence in children with behavioral disorders and is developing
and improving programs aimed at prevention, early recognition, and intervention for
youth violence in various community settings. Finally, the President has convened
a White House Council on Youth Violence, which includes representatives from the
Departments of Treasury, Labor, Justice, and Education. The Council’s duties in-
clude developing a citizens’ information hub; producing reports on youth violence;
expanding the Safe Schools/Healthy Student model of collaboration; providing tools
for parents to deal with the issue of youth violence; coordinating the federal re-
search agenda; and developing further policy responses.

Expanding substance abuse activities

Even with all our efforts over the last few years to expand the availability of serv-
ices to those addicted to drugs and alcohol, there continues to be a significant gap
between the need for substance abuse treatment and the capacity available to pro-
vide treatment. Estimates by the Office of National Drug Control Policy show that
less than half of the five million individuals who need substance abuse treatment
actually receive these services. To further close this gap, the President’s budget in-
cludes a total of $3.3 billion in HHS for substance abuse treatment and prevention,
including $2 billion to support SAMHSA’s substance abuse prevention and treat-
ment activities. Included in this request is an additional $54 million for Targeted
Capacity Expansion grants to support rapid and strategic responses to emerging
areas of need. The request also includes an increase of $31 million for the Substance
Abuse Block Grant, which will provide funding through the states for over 10,500
community-based treatment and prevention organizations. In all, our budget request
will enable more than 16,000 additional individuals to access treatment services.

Improving mental health services

The Surgeon General’s Report on Mental Health, released in December 1999, has
focused new attention on the plight of those who suffer from mental illness. While
about one in five Americans experiences a mental disorder in the course of a year,
many of them will not receive the treatment they need. To address this problem,
the President’s budget proposes an increase of $100 million for mental health serv-
ices provided by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
(SAMHSA). This includes an increase of $60 million for the Mental Health Block
Grant, to support state efforts to create comprehensive, community based systems
of care for both adults and children. It also proposes to create a new $30 million
Targeted Capacity Expansion Grant program to support prevention and early inter-
vention services, as well as local service expansion.
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Improving access, affordability, and quality of child care

For the millions of American families in which parents must work to support their
children, the availability of child care is often the difference between self-sufficiency
and dependency. But even though funding for child care has doubled under the Clin-
ton Administration, recent studies showed that in fiscal year 1998 only ten percent
of the children potentially eligible for federal child care subsidies received them. As
we have said before, no parent should be forced to choose between the job they need
and the child they love. We must take steps to close this gap and help all parents
find child care that is safe, reliable, and affordable.

As we close this gap, we also must continue to improve child care quality. Study
after study has shown that safe, quality child care is essential to the healthy devel-
opment of our children. But the lack of quality care has forced too many parents
to place their children in less than desirable settings, and even low quality care can
place a heavy financial burden on low-income families. The President’s budget
builds on our ongoing efforts to remedy these deficiencies with a comprehensive 1ni-
tiative designed to not only make child care more affordable but also to improve the
quality of care.

Our fiscal year 2001 budget requests an additional $817 million, for a total of $2
billion, for the discretionary Child Care and Development Block Grant. This in-
crease will provide child care subsidies to almost 150,000 additional low-income chil-
dren. Also included in the $2 billion total is $223 million to improve the quality of
care, of which $50 million is for infant and toddler quality care efforts; $19 million
is for school-aged care and resource and referral activities; and $10 million is for
ongoing research, demonstration, and evaluation programs. Our budget also pro-
poses an increase of $3 billion in mandatory funding over five years, including $600
million in fiscal year 2001, to establish an Early Learning Fund. This fund will pro-
vide money to states to offer community level challenge grants for programs that
improve childhood development and school readiness and the quality and safety of
care. The President’s Child Care Initiative also includes critical increases for activi-
ties in the Departments of Treasury and Education.

Enhancing head start

Since its enactment thirty-five years ago, the Head Start program has been one
of our greatest success stories, ensuring that millions of low-income children start
school ready to learn. In 1993, the Clinton Administration set the goal of enrolling
one million children in Head Start by fiscal year 2002. The President’s $6.3 billion
request for fiscal year 2001, an increase of $1 billion, will keep us on track to realize
this goal, increasing the number of children enrolled to nearly 950,000. A portion
of these funds will be reserved for grants to unserved and under-served populations.
Consistent with the focus of the 1998 reauthorization of Head Start to improve the
quality of services, $418 million of the proposed increase will be targeted for reduc-
ing class size, improving facilities, staff training, and school readiness; obtaining
safer and better equipment; and attracting and retaining top-quality staff. Finally,
our Head Start budget request includes $564 million for the Early Head Start pro-
gram, which will provide 54,000 infants and toddlers and their families with contin-
uous and comprehensive child development and family support services.

Increasing parental responsibility through child support enforcement

One of the key underpinnings of this Administration’s support for working fami-
lies is the idea of encouraging personal responsibility. Nowhere is this more evident
than in our actions to step up child support enforcement, which is a critical support
for children and families. Child support collections have almost doubled since 1992,
reaching an estimated level of $15.5 billion in fiscal year 1999. Our package of child
support enforcement proposals is self-financing and it increases collections to fami-
lies by more than $1.8 billion over five years. These proposals build on our success
in the program through changes designed to give states new options to get more
money to families and to improve enforcement tools to increase collections. These
actions are part of a comprehensive Administration initiative to promote and ensure
that non-custodial parents who can afford to pay child support do so, and helping
low-income non-custodial parents go to work so that they can support their children
through “Fathers Work” grants in the Department of Labor’s budget. Under one pro-
posal, we would match State efforts to allow families still working their way off wel-
fare to keep a portion of the child support they are owed, increasing payments to
these families by $388 million over five years. A second proposal provides States
with the option to simplify their rules for distributing child support to ensure that
families that have left welfare will keep all the child support paid by the non-custo-
dial parent, resulting in increased payments to families of $815 million over five
years. Both of these proposals build on our Family First distribution policies. Our
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package also includes proposals for better enforcement techniques and program im-
provements that will save the Federal government nearly $600 million over five
years while increasing payments to families by over $650 million.

Ensuring continued educational excellence in the nation’s children’s hospitals

As we move to increase the number of children with health insurance, we also
must continue our efforts to ensure that all children receive the highest quality
care. Expertly trained pediatricians are a critical ingredient in providing high qual-
ity care to children, and children’s hospitals play an essential role in their edu-
cation, training over 25 percent of all pediatricians and the majority of pediatric
specialists. Last year, the President proposed a new $40 million program to support
the vital role children’s hospitals play in training physicians. This year, our budget
proposes to double this amount, providing $80 million to raise support for approxi-
mately 60 free-standing children’s hospitals to a level more consistent with other
teaching hospitals.

Advancing innovative treatments for asthma

Approximately 5 million of our nation’s children suffer with asthma, and children
from low-income families are disproportionately affected. What makes this particu-
larly disconcerting is that the number of children afflicted has doubled over the past
15 years, with the sharpest increases in rates among children under age 5. Asthma
is a leading cause of school absenteeism, and children who suffer from asthma are
often forced to limit their activities. To address this growing health problem, our
budget proposes $100 million over two years in demonstration grants to states to
test innovative asthma disease management techniques for children enrolled in
Medicaid and SCHIP. Through appropriate clinical disease management, these pro-
grams will attempt to reduce asthma related incidents and keep children with asth-
ma out of emergency rooms and in school.

Providing heating and cooling assistance to low-income families

The Nation has been severely affected by this winter’s fuel oil and propane price
increases which, in some cases, have doubled since last year. On February 16, the
President took steps to respond to critical needs by releasing all remaining emer-
gency Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) funds for this year,
bringing the total heating assistance funds released this winter to $295 million. On
February 25, the President submitted a supplemental request to Congress for an ad-
ditional $600 million in contingent emergency LIHEAP funding to help as many
people as possible meet the additional heating costs and to establish an emergency
reserve in the event of a severe summer heat wave. It is essential that Congress
act quickly on this request to help to relieve the burden of rising fuel bills. To fur-
ther address this problem, I have encouraged States to take advantage of the flexi-
bility of current law to reach families with high energy needs, including the option
of raising State LIHEAP income eligibility limits. Federal law allows States to set
income eligibility limits at the greater of 150 percent of the poverty level or 60 per-
cent of State median income. I also have encouraged States to fully utilize their op-
tions under TANF to ensure low income families with children receive the assist-
ance they need.

GREATER SCIENTIFIC ADVANCEMENT

As we enter the new millennium, we stand on the cusp of an era of that promises
unprecedented scientific advances. However, these breakthroughs only will be real-
ized if we continue to make the necessary investments in biomedical research. Our
budget continues along the path we set several years ago by investing in basic bio-
medical research as well as in research that will lead to improvements in the qual-
ity of care, thereby moving important scientific discoveries from the laboratory into
our hospitals and clinics.

Investing in biomedical research

Biomedical research has been at the center of the unprecedented gains we have
made in improving the health and quality of life for all Americans. Breakthroughs
that did not seem possible only a few years ago are now within our reach, but it
will require a sustained investment for these endeavors to bear fruit. The Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2001 budget includes almost $19 billion, an increase of $1 billion
over last year’s funding level, for biomedical research at NIH. This increase will
support research in such areas as diabetes, brain disorder, cancer, disease preven-
tion strategies, and development of an AIDS vaccine, and eventually lead to a revo-
lution in our ability to detect, treat, and prevent disease. This request will enable
NIH to fund 31,524 research project grants, the highest total in history, and en-
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hance activities in critical areas such as research on racial and ethnic health dis-
parities, biomedical information and technology, clinical research, and genomics.

Using science to improve quality of care and reduce medical errors

As we make new breakthroughs in biomedical research, we also must work to see
that these scientific advances result in better quality health care. Even with all our
scientific innovations, a recent study by the National Academy of Sciences’ Institute
of Medicine estimated that as many as 98,000 Americans die each year due to med-
ical errors. The Quality Interagency Coordination Task Force, which HHS leads,
just released its report, Doing What Counts for Patient Safety: Federal Actions to
Reduce Medical Errors and Their Impact, which incorporates and expands on the
report of the Institute of Medicine (IoM). Our report also builds on the extensive
and thoughtful review of the medical errors issue that has been undertaken by this
subcommittee. Our budget dedicates $20 million in the Agency for Healthcare Re-
search and Quality (AHRQ) and $13 million in the Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) for new activities to address medical errors and patient safety. In addition,
HCFA will require that hospitals implement medical error reduction and patient
safety programs in order to meet Medicare’s conditions of participation.

Overall, our budget invests $250 million in AHRQ to support research activities
that will improve quality of care, and produce better health outcomes. These re-
sources will be used to step up research efforts on the uses and tools of health infor-
mation technology; sponsor clinical prevention research and research to enhance pa-
tient safety and reduce medical errors; and expand research on issues of workers’
health. These activities will help us to learn how best to translate knowledge into
daily practice and improve health care for all Americans.

Our budget also invests and additional $20 million to implement a new Health
Informatics Initiative designed to improve patient care and health outcomes through
the efficient and effective use of data and information. This request will fund a set
of cross-cutting and agency-specific investments in information systems and health
data, thereby enabling HHS to assume a greater national leadership role in the es-
tablishment of health data standards while also strengthening the information base
for decision-making, improving the uniformity and ease of transmission of health
care data, and protecting the confidentiality of health information. In addition, our
budget includes $45 million to enhance the Food and Drug Administration’s post-
market activities. This includes funds to expand their adverse-event reporting sys-
tem and to allow FDA to investigate, identify and prosecute those selling prescrip-
tion drugs over the Internet without proper certification.

Food safety initiative

Enhancing our capabilities to conduct surveillance also will help us in our ongoing
fight against the threat of food borne diseases. Estimates show that food-related
hazards are responsible for as many as 76 million illnesses, 325,000 hospitaliza-
tions, and 5,000 deaths each year. To combat these outbreaks, the budget seeks a
$10 million increase for CDC’s Food Safety Initiative programs. These funds will
support enhanced public education efforts and the continued expansion of the
PulseNet network of health labs. This award-winning network performs DNA
“fingerprinting” of disease causing bacteria, enabling public health agencies to iden-
tify and respond more rapidly to disease outbreaks. In addition, the FDA is seeking
an increase of $30 million for its Food Safety Initiative activities. These funds will
be used to increase inspections so that all high risk food establishments are covered,
expand the number of examinations of imported foods, increase laboratory capacity,
broaden efforts to work with states and the industry to make standards more con-
sistent, and in conjunction with the Department of Agriculture and the states, begin
to implement the Egg Safety Action Plan prepared by the President’s Council on
Food Safety.

CREATING A HEALTHIER AMERICA

Expanding access and improving the quality of health care are crucial steps to-
ward ensuring that all Americans live long, healthy lives. But new threats to public
health continue to emerge, and many long standing health problems still pose con-
siderable risks. From AIDS prevention and treatment to food safety and the control
of infectious disease, our fiscal year 2001 budget continues our work to vigorously
safeguard the public health.

HIV prevention initiative

As a nation, we have made substantial progress in our fight to prevent the spread
of HIV and AIDS. Thanks to the use of combination anti-retroviral therapy, the
AIDS death rates in the United States continue to decline. But in some parts of the
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world, and in some communities in the United States, the virus continues to spread
rapidly. Domestically, the impact of HIV among certain segments of the population,
especially minority communities, continues to be severe. In 1997, 45 percent of those
newly diagnosed with AIDS were African American and 20 percent were Hispanic.
Globally, the AIDS pandemic continues to be a major threat, particularly in devel-
oping countries. In sub-Sahara Africa, for example, it is estimated that four million
people each year are newly infected with HIV. Internationally, the President’s budg-
et includes an increase of $26 million for the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention to continue the initiative undertaken last year to prevent the spread of HIV
in developing countries.

Domestically, our budget request supports our ongoing initiative to reduce the
spread of HIV and AIDS in minority communities. It provides an increase of $50
million (including $10 million in reallocated funding) for CDC’s domestic prevention
programs to encourage individuals at risk to avoid behaviors that can result in the
transmission of the disease. These funds will be directed to community based inter-
ventions designed to reduce the rates of HIV infections, with special emphasis on
vulnerable populations including racial and ethnic minorities, women, injection drug
users and their partners, and young gay men. Internationally, the President’s budg-
et includes $61 million for Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), an
increase of $26 million, to continue the initiative undertaken last year to prevent
the spread of HIV in developing nations.

Ryan White

Up to one-third of the 750,000 Americans living with HIV are currently not in
care. As we step up our efforts to prevent the spread of AIDS, we must also continue
to help those who already suffer from this deadly disease. The President’s budget
keeps this commitment by providing $1.7 billion for the Ryan White Program, an
increase of $125 million. These additional funds will provide primary medical care,
pharmaceuticals critical to treatment, and other critical support services for those
living with HIV and AIDS. This includes an increase of $26 million for the AIDS
Drug Assistance Program (ADAP), which will allow a total of approximately 75,000
individuals to receive comprehensive combination drug therapy.

Reducing racial health disparities

One of the long-standing priorities of this administration has been making sure
that all people receive the highest quality health care, regardless of their race or
ethnicity. Unfortunately, members of minority groups, including American Indians
and Alaska Natives, continue to bear a disproportionate burden of the nation’s dis-
ease and illness. The President’s budget continues the effort to eliminate these
health disparities. A targeted response to this problem is the request of $35 million
to expand CDC’s program of demonstration projects in six identified areas of health
disparities: infant mortality, cancer, heart disease, diabetes, HIV/AIDS, and immu-
nizations. Funds will support the continuation of ongoing projects and the develop-
ment of projects in two new communities. The budget also proposes increasing fund-
ing for the Office for Civil Rights by nine percent, including new program resources
to ensure that our racial health disparities initiative has a strong civil rights non-
discrimination component. We also request an increase of $230 million for the In-
dian Health Service, the largest funding increase in two decades, to implement a
multi-pronged effort to improve the quality of care for Native Americans.

Family planning

Support for family planning services has been a key factor in preventing over one
million unintended pregnancies each year. Family Planning Clinics provide a range
of valuable services including sexually transmitted disease and cancer screening and
prevention; HIV prevention and education; and contraception services and coun-
seling. As part of our strategy to prevent teen pregnancies, these services have also
contributed to reducing the teen pregnancy rate to its lowest level on record (since
1976). Our fiscal year 2001 budget request continues our strong commitment to fam-
ily planning services, providing an increase of $35 million over fiscal year 2000.
These funds will support grants to family planning clinics which will enable ap-
proximately 5.75 million low-income clients to receive reproductive health services
and clinical care.

Preventing emerging infectious diseases

Thanks to the extraordinary advances in transportation and other technologies
and the expansion of international commerce, we truly live in a global community.
While these advances have resulted in numerous economic and cultural benefits,
they also have placed increasing strains on our public health system. Since 1970,
more than 35 new infectious diseases have been identified. More recently, we have
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begun to see the emergence of drug-resistant bacteria and viruses, and the spread
of older diseases to areas where they were previously unseen, such as the recent
outbreak of West Nile encephalitis in the New York City area. To combat these
threats, our budget requests a total of $202 million to support infectious disease pre-
vention activities at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. This includes
an increase of $26 million to fight emerging infectious diseases, of which $20 million
would be used to support the development of a national electronic disease surveil-
lance system, which will enhance the ability of state and local health offices to re-
spond to multi-state outbreaks of diseases and to share information, both among
themselves and with CDC.

Combating bioterrorism

The recent arrests of suspected terrorists at the Canadian border has reminded
us all of the serious threat that terrorism poses to the peace and prosperity of our
nation. The threats posed by bioterrorism are particularly deadly because of their
communicability and their ability to remain undetected for long periods of time.
Continuing our efforts to prepare for and respond to the consequences of a bioter-
rorist event, the Department’s budget includes $265 million for activities across
agencies to mount a comprehensive public health effort to combat this deadly threat.
This strategy includes four major components. First, our budget strengthens critical
components of our public health infrastructure, including our surveillance systems,
epidemiological and laboratory capacity, and communications technology. Second, it
continues funds for the purchase of a stockpile of the pharmaceuticals needed to
treat the most likely biological agents. Third, it provides funds for research, develop-
ment, and regulatory review of new vaccines and new diagnostic screens for chem-
ical agents. Finally, it would support the establishment of an additional 25 local
area health care response systems, bringing the total number around the country
to 97.

Investing in HHS laboratory and health infrastructure

To successfully overcome the public health challenges of the 21st century, we
must invest now to modernize the infrastructure that provides the foundation for
our public health and biomedical research systems. Many of the laboratories at CDC
and FDA are overcrowded and outdated, while at the National Institutes of Health
(NIH) the fragmentation of laboratory space delays the pace at which new discov-
eries are made. Our budget requests substantial increases to solidify this foundation
and construct state-of-the-art facilities. For CDC, we are requesting a total of $127
million, an increase of $70 million, for laboratory construction at three sites. First,
our budget includes $85 million in fiscal year 2001 and additional funding in fiscal
year 2002 and fiscal year 2003 to construct a laboratory to handle the most highly
infectious and lethal pathogens studied at CDC, as well as housing important work
on antibiotic resistant diseases, AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, and tuber-
culosis. Second, we request $20 million to complete and equip the Edward R. Roybal
infectious disease laboratory. Third, we request $4 million to design a facility to re-
place our antiquated environmental health laboratory. The remainder of the request
will be used for security improvements and maintenance of existing facilities.

For NIH, we are requesting $149 million for intramural buildings and facilities.
Intramural projects include $73 million over two years to construct a new facility
to house the new National Neuroscience Research Center, and $24 million to begin
design and construction of a new centralized animal facility. Our budget also in-
cludes $20 million for new lab construction at FDA, as well as $65 million for health
facilities construction in the Indian Health Service (IHS).

RIGOROUSLY EVALUATING PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Our budget request for fiscal year 2001 presents the annual performance informa-
tion required by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993. No-
tably, this includes the first GPRA performance report of HHS and its components,
which compares fiscal year 1999 results to the goals in our fiscal year 1999 perform-
ance plan. Although GPRA reporting must mature before its full value will be real-
ized, our performance report for this year shows improvements for critical HHS ini-
tiatives of the past few years. SAMHSA reports that retailers in more States have
complied with rules prohibiting tobacco sales to youth than we had projected in our
1999 performance plan. HCFA achieved its 1999 goal for reductions in Medicare
payment errors a year early, and pursues increasingly rigorous goals in fiscal year
2001 and fiscal year 2002. ACF and its program partners, including states, exceeded
performance expectations when they moved 1.3 million welfare recipients into new
employment. Information like this demonstrates that GPRA can be a valuable tool
that will enhance our efforts to improve programs that serve the American people.
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As our performance measures continue to mature and performance trends emerge,
the GPRA data will serve as important program indicators to support the identifica-
tion of strategies and objectives to continuously improve programs across HHS.

A ROAD MAP TO A BETTER AMERICA

Mr. Chairman, as I look back at the journey we have taken, I feel tremendous
pride in what we have been able to accomplish. While there were occasional bumps
in the road and we did not reach every destination we set out for, we have made
great advances in improving the nation’s health and well being. Today I have placed
before you a road map for the destinations we have charted—improving health care
access, coverage, and quality; making America a healthier and safer place; expand-
ing our scientific knowledge, and giving all our children and families the oppor-
tunity for success—and these are destinations we all wish to reach. Thanks to the
unprecedented economy, our fiscal discipline, and a new age of scientific break-
throughs, the conditions under which we set out on this road have never been more
favorable.

FISCAL MANAGEMENT AT CDC

Mr. Chairman, before concluding, I would like to speak about the recent news sto-
ries regarding the management of hantavirus funding at CDC. Dr. Koplan and I are
deeply concerned about CDC’s failure to report these reallocations to the Congress
in a timely fashion. I strongly believe that the full accountability and integrity of
our budgeting and reporting efforts are central to our responsibilities, and I have
zero tolerance for inaccurate reporting or inaccurate statements. We have an obliga-
tion to expend our funds consistent with congressional expectations and to report
in an accurate and timely fashion.

In consultation with Dr. Koplan, I am taking what I consider to be aggressive and
unprecedented actions to rectify this problem and restore the trust of this Congress.
These actions, which will be coordinated by the Department and CDC, include:

—The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) will take such actions as necessary to certify all financial obliga-
tions made by the National Center for Infectious Diseases for the remainder of
the fiscal year.

—The Department’s CFO also will work with Dr. Koplan to ensure that all senior
decision-makers in the National Center for Infectious Diseases receive certified
budget execution training.

—CDC is commissioning an external review of the agency’s fiscal management
practices. The review is to be completed within six months. The results of this
analysis will be communicated to the Congress as soon as the review is com-
plete.

—CDC program managers will conduct a top-to-bottom examination of CDC’s 133
programs and projects to make sure there are no other areas of concern. During
the 90 day period CDC managers will be able to fully and openly identify any
area for which there may be a discrepancy between actual expenditures and the
information provided to Congress. Dr. Koplan will share these findings with the
Congress.

—CDC has commissioned Pricewaterhouse Coopers, a firm of independent audi-
tors, to thoroughly examine our hantavirus expenditures. The results will be
communicated to the Chairman immediately upon completion. When this audit
is complete, CDC will expand the effort to the entire National Center for Infec-
tious Diseases.

In addition, Dr. Koplan has for the past year put in place numerous corrective
actions to respond to the Inspector General’s report on Chronic Fatigue Syndrome.
He has implemented new financial management systems; initiated improvements in
the agency’s budget displays and in the allocation of centralized agency costs. Again,
let me state very clearly that neither any senior manager at HHS nor I have any
tolerance for inaccurate reporting and that we are all devoted to restoring the credi-
bility and integrity that is central to the important work done at CDC.

Chairman Specter, Senator Harkin, and members of the Subcommittee: I would
like to thank each of you for all of the hard work you have done to make everything
we have accomplished a reality, and I look forward to working with all of you to
meet the challenges before us in this budget. I would be happy to address any ques-
tions you may have.
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STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD W. RILEY, SECRETARY

Senator SPECTER. We now turn to the distinguished Secretary of
Education, Secretary Richard Riley, who has also served during the
entire tenure of President Clinton’s Administration starting in Jan-
uary of 1993.

Secretary Riley brought a wide breadth of experience to the posi-
tion, having been governor of the State of South Carolina, a State
Senator and a State representative, so that he has been in many
fields, many capacities.

He had a nationally recognized effort to improve education in
South Carolina, which led to his appointment as secretary. He is
a graduate of Furman University and a recipient of a law degree
from the University of South Carolina.

Thank you for joining us, Mr. Secretary, and we look forward to
your testimony.

Secretary RILEY. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. I thank you
and Senator Harkin and Senators Murray and Feinstein for the
strong support of education that all four of you have shown us. It’s
clear that you really believe in the investment in young people’s
education and all people’s education.

STATE OF AMERICAN EDUCATION

It is a great pleasure to be here with my colleagues in the Cabi-
net. I just have completed my annual state of American education
address, which I gave down in Durham, NC, at a turn-around
school, a school that was predominantly African-American and was
really a school that was classified as a low-performing school. But
they had a new principal, and it was a very exciting thing. It is
now an exemplary school there in Durham.

I talked about higher expectations. I talked about the achieve-
ment gap between the students whose families are educated and
have money and students who are minorities, and, oftentimes, lim-
ited English proficient. I talked about the digital gap and really
those things that we can do about those. And we are trying to close
that gap. I see good things happening. We have a lot of work to
do.

The E-rate, for example, is other work that we have done in tech-
nology. We just recently had a determination that 95 percent of our
schools are connected to the Internet. And we have gotten up to 63
percent of all classrooms connected. That is enormous growth, and
I am very proud of it.

Increased attention to early childhood programs that my col-
leagues spoke about is making a real difference. Parents have an

(30)
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absolute focus on keeping their children out of harm’s way and
school safety is a paramount issue.

Overall, the American people have made education clearly one of
their top priorities. The budget reflects these priorities. Turning
around failing schools, school safety, improving teacher quality,
modernizing our nation’s schools, technology, safe schools, helping
working and middle class families pay for college.

The American people, I think, are getting into a new position
when it comes to how we improve education. I think they have
moved beyond the debate on Federal versus local control. I strongly
believe that State and local control, in terms of control, must be
there.

But it is so interesting to see that we have come to a new place.
The American people want practical answers. They want to know
specifics. If we are going to have national priorities, what are they?
What are our expectations? And they want accountability for those.

They want local, State, and Federal interests working together to
create new partnerships, partnerships that are not just govern-
ment, obviously, but include business, community groups, jump old
boundaries, and make things happen. The Federal Government is
the junior partner in all of that, but a very important partner.

THE GOOD NEWS ABOUT EDUCATION

So where are we when it comes to education? Higher standards
are now in place in all 50 States. The big job now is to get stand-
ards down in the school classroom, where they impact every child
and have real accountability measures. We are also starting to see
the early benefits of our sustained focus on raising standards. I
think it is making a difference in every State.

And I would like to submit for the record a new release from the
Center on Education Policy and the American Youth Policy Forum,
entitled “Do You Know the Good News About American Edu-
cation?” And it is, I think, a very good indication that across the
board very interesting things are happening.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION BUDGET REQUEST

But I will be the first to tell you that we still have a very long
way to go. There are schools out there that should not even be
called schools, and they need fixing immediately. The proposed in-
vestment in this budget, I think, moves in that direction. We are
requesting $40.1 billion, an increase of $4.5 billion or 12.6 percent
over the fiscal year 2000 spending.

The budget continues a strong emphasis on improving account-
ability in Title I, reducing class size, improving teacher quality,
technology, modernizing our schools, increasing after-school oppor-
tunities to help keep children out of harm’s way. And I remain very
excited about the President’s college opportunity tax cut proposal.
It can make a real difference in giving young people the chance to
go to college, and middle income families as well.

TEACHER RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

This budget includes $1 billion to support better teaching with
a strong emphasis on recruiting and retaining high-quality teach-
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ers. There is no single way to get that job done, and we come at
it from many angles, that have been carefully thought about.

21ST CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS

One of the best ways to keep our children out of harm’s way is
through positive after school experiences. That is why we are pro-
posing a $547 million increase for 21st Century Community Learn-
ing Centers, doubling the funding to the total of $1 billion, making
the after-school effort very important.

SCHOOL SAFETY AND DISCIPLINE

School safety and discipline are very immediate. We do not need
another Columbine. I worry about that every single day, and I
know each of you do. And the other incidents that have happened,
even though they are very rare, are still so terribly important. Any
one of them makes it a crisis.

SMALL, SAFE AND SUCCESSFUL HIGH SCHOOLS INITIATIVE

Young people need to have a strong sense of connection. I think
that is very important, when you look at school violence. We pro-
pose to scale up our Small, Safe and Successful High Schools initia-
tive by providing $120 million to help 700 high schools create
scﬁoo%s within schools. These are these large, often consolidated
schools.

SAFE SCHOOLS/HEALTHY STUDENTS INITIATIVE

We are now in our second year of funding for our joint safety ini-
tiative with HHS and the Justice Department. There is an enor-
mous demand for this initiative. I think there is great potential in
that. It is something, Mr. Chairman, you have been interested in.
Over 440 cities applied for those grants. We were able to grant 54
of them in the first year, to show you how significantly it is seen
by cities. We expect another 20 to 23 to be funded this year.

CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM

I would mention CHIP, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. I think all of us ought to be talking about that, how we get
young people out there to get health care. That is, just like these
other issues, an overlapping issue. But under eligibility of Medicaid
and CHIP, really every poor young person in the country ought to
be receiving health care. And that is, too, related to these issues.

SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

But it is important to remember that our nation’s schools still
are basically safe. We have 53 million young people in school every
day. That is an awful lot of young people. Yet less than 1 percent
of the homicides among youth aged 12 to 19 occur in schools, at
school functions or on the way to school, way less than 1 percent.

Drug use is falling slightly, but remains much too high. It is one
of the reasons why we continue to work hard to improve the effec-
tiveness of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program. The budget
reflects those changes. We believe that our middle school coordina-
tors effort can play a positive role in helping parents and school of-
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ficials who are on the front line, and I think our effort to support
character education and civic education also help as well.

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION

I also urge the Congress to pass our school modernization legisla-
tion. Many rural and urban school districts need the help. Our
modernization proposal now comes in two parts. And I want to try
to urge you all to take a look at that. Both are worthy, I think, of
consideration.

We are putting strong emphasis on our new $1.3 billion appro-
priation for school renovation, a request to help school districts ren-
ovate and repair thousands of old schools that are in urgent need
of repair, often in areas that cannot float a bond issue. They really
do need some special help.

Our school buildings are wearing out in many of these older cit-
ies. They are old, overcrowded in other areas. We think that that
bears an awful lot of attention.

PELL GRANT MAXIMUM AWARD

Let me conclude by a comment on higher education. We are pro-
osing increasing the maximum Pell Grant to $3,500, up from
53,300, a $200 increase, up more than 50 percent since 1994.

COLLEGE OPPORTUNITIES TAX CUT

The President’s new 10-year, $30 billion College Opportunities
Tax Cut—which I would be happy to discuss in detail, if you would
like, will be of significant help to working class families who make
under $43,000 a year. It provides special help for them, as well as
middle class parents with several children going to college with
special cost problems.

I thank you very much for giving me the chance to be here with
my colleagues. And I, like they, welcome questions. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Secretary Riley.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD W. RILEY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: Thank you for this opportunity to
discuss the President’s fiscal year 2001 budget request for education. I want to
begin by thanking you, Mr. Chairman, as well as other Members of this Sub-
committee, for your strong and consistent support for education over the past sev-
eral years. Working together, I believe we have made real progress in helping to
expand educational opportunity for all Americans.

The American people have made education one of their top national priorities. We
recognize that the Federal government is the junior partner in our education sys-
tem, and that real progress in improving education depends primarily on State and
local efforts. But we can play a critical role in encouraging and supporting State and
local initiatives, particularly in the areas of raising standards, improving account-
ability for results, and helping to meet the needs of disadvantaged and limited
English proficient students and students with disabilities.

The American people also see this time of peace and prosperity as a unique oppor-
tunity for the Nation to be investing in the long-term future of our great country
by improving education at all levels. Some might argue that the growing Federal
budget surplus should be used for broad-based tax cuts, but that’s not what I hear
when I talk with students, parents, and teachers across the country. What I hear
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instead is a strong consensus on paying down the national debt and building for the
future by investing in the education of our children.

That is why the President is requesting $40.1 billion in discretionary spending for
the Department of Education, an increase of $4.5 billion or 12.6 percent. This budg-
et reflects the transition to the second phase of the standards-based reform efforts
we launched seven years ago. First, we worked with the Congress to support State
and local efforts to raise standards and put accountability measures in place. Stand-
ards are now in place in all 50 States and we are working hard to improve account-
ability. Now we need to ensure that States and communities have the resources
needed to ensure that all students can achieve to higher expectations and that
teachers are prepared to teach to the new standards.

The Department’s request provides significant new resources to help States and
communities implement higher standards in their schools while coping with boom-
ing enrollments and the need to modernize academic facilities. The request also pro-
vides substantial new support to help prepare disadvantaged students for postsec-
ondary education and make college more affordable for all Americans.

INCREASED ACCOUNTABILITY

The 2001 budget for education once again emphasizes accountability for results,
particularly for chronically failing schools. Our purpose is not to punish the students
in those schools, but to provide the right combination of incentives and support that
will accelerate the changes needed to improve the quality of their education.

The President’s request for Title I includes $250 million for a second year of ac-
countability grants, an increase of $116 million over the 2000 level. These funds
would enable States and school districts to provide the additional assistance needed
to help failing schools—primarily those identified for corrective action under Title
I—turn around and improve student achievement.

The President’s proposal also recognizes that in too many schools, students and
parents have waited far too long for meaningful change and improvement. For this
reason, school districts participating in Title I would be required to offer students
enrolled in a school identified for corrective action the choice of attending another
public school not identified for corrective action. The goal here is to help ensure that
no student is trapped in a truly bad school, and to reinforce the idea of serious con-
sequences for schools that consistently fail to improve. At the same time, we are em-
phasizing efforts to turn around poor-performing schools, because even with a public
flch(éol c}llloife option the majority of students will continue to attend their neighbor-

ood school.

IMPROVING LOW-PERFORMING SCHOOLS

We want to balance accountability for meeting high standards with new resources
to help students meet those standards and to help school districts turn around fail-
ing schools. This is why, for example, the request includes a $547 million increase
for 21st Century Community Learning Centers, for a total of $1 billion for after-
school and other extended-learning programs. These funds would support high-qual-
ity extended learning opportunities for nearly 2.5 million children, including stu-
dents in low-performing schools.

We also would add $450 million to reduce class size in the early grades, for a total
of $1.75 billion to help children get more personal attention, improve discipline, and
learn more. There’s no better way to rapidly improve student achievement than to
put highly trained teachers into small classrooms where they can provide the indi-
vidual attention students need to reach high standards. The request would bring the
total number of teachers hired under this program to about 49,000, or almost half-
way to the President’s goal of hiring 100,000 teachers over seven years.

One of the best ways to bring about real change and turn around failing schools
is to help communities and schools to put in place reforms based on solid research.
This is why our budget includes $190 million for the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration program to help an additional 1,900 schools develop and implement
proven, comprehensive reform models. We would also increase funding for edu-
cational research by $30 million to help meet the growing need for research-based
information on what works in education.

The request also expands the Small, Safe and Successful High Schools initiative
to help create smaller, safer, and more disciplined and supportive learning environ-
ments in approximately 700 of the Nation’s largest high schools. The President’s
budget would provide $120 million for such effective innovations as schools-within-
schools or career academies that assign students to groups of a few hundred—help-
ing to replace the isolation many students feel in large schools with smaller, more
nurturing communities.
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Another way to accelerate change is by giving parents more choices of public
schools. Our budget would increase the choices available to parents and students
through a $175 million request for Charter Schools. These funds would support the
start-up of some 1,700 new or redesigned charter schools, which have the flexibility
to offer innovative educational programs in exchange for greater accountability for
student achievement. The 2001 request would bring to 2,400 the number of charter
schools helped by this program, supporting the President’s goal of creating 3,000
charter schools by 2002.

We also are seeking $20 million for the Opportunities to Improve our Nation’s
Schools initiative, or OPTIONS. This flexible new authority would support 40 grants
to States and school districts to implement and test new approaches to public school
choice, including inter-district programs and public schools at work sites and on col-
lege campuses.

Our budget also acknowledges the importance of recognizing success. A new, $50
million Recognition and Reward program would reward States for improving stu-
dent achievement and for reducing the achievement gap between high- and low-per-
forming students, as measured by State results on the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress.

MODERNIZING OUR SCHOOLS

A key priority for 2001 is to help ensure that all students have the opportunity
to attend safe, modern school facilities that are equipped with up-to-date edu-
cational technology. With public school buildings averaging some 42 years of age
and a backlog of more than $100 billion in repairs, it is clear that we have a lot
of work to do. This is why the 2001 request includes two proposals to upgrade school
facilities.

The School Renovation program, a major new $1.3 billion discretionary initiative,
would help school districts repair or renovate their schools. The $1.3 billion total
includes $50 million in grants to approximately 119 districts with at least 50 per-
cent of their children residing on Indian lands, $125 million in grants to high-need
school districts, and $1.125 billion that would leverage an estimated $6.5 billion in
7-year, no-interest loans.

The School Renovation initiative would complement the President’s School Mod-
ernization Bonds proposal, which would provide nearly $25 billion in tax credit
bonds over two years to modernize up to 6,000 schools. Tax credit bonds, which the
President is proposing for the third year in a row, would provide interest-free fi-
nancing to help State and local governments pay for modernizing schools and ad-
dressing overcrowding.

An additional factor driving the demand for the upgrade of school facilities is the
explosion in the development and use of educational technology based on multi-
media computers and access to the resources of the Internet. Computers are the
“black board and chalk” of the future. A key resource for this revolution in edu-
cational technology is the E-rate, created by the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
which provides nearly $2 billion annually in subsidies to help schools and libraries
connect to the Internet.

The Department budget would provide $450 million for the Technology Literacy
Challenge Fund, an increase of $25 million, to help schools integrate technology into
the curriculum and ensure that teachers in high-poverty communities are prepared
to use educational technology effectively. We also would double funding to $150 mil-
lion for the Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology program, which helps
prepare new teachers to use technology effectively to improve instructional practices
and enhance student learning in the classroom.

And to help close the digital divide in our communities between those who enjoy
the full benefits of computers and the Internet and those economically disadvan-
taged individuals and families who lack access to such technology, the budget would
more than triple funding for Community Technology Centers. The $100 million re-
quest would support up to 1,000 new centers offering area residents access to ex-
tended learning opportunities before and after school, adult education, and online
job databases.

MASTERING THE BASICS

The President’s budget also expands support for programs that help students
master the basics and close achievement gaps between disadvantaged and minority
students and their more advantaged peers. The request includes $8.4 billion for
Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies and $286 million for the third year of
the Reading Excellence program, which helps all children to read well and inde-
pendently by the end of the third grade. We would increase funding for Special Edu-
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cation Grants to States by $290 million for a total of $5.3 billion, while boosting sup-
port for Special Education Parent Information Centers by 40 percent.

Indian Education programs would receive $116 million, an increase of 50 percent,
to provide larger formula grants to school districts for Indian Education programs,
and to launch a new $5 million American Indian Administrator Corps that would
train American Indian teachers and professionals to become school administrators.

It is difficult if not impossible to master the basics in communities and schools
threatened by youth violence. I know that preventing youth violence is a priority
shared by both President Clinton and the Chairman of this Subcommittee. To help
expand the Youth Violence Initiative that you helped launch last year, Mr. Chair-
man, we are requesting a $50 million or 25 percent increase in funding for Safe and
Drug-Free Schools National Programs. These funds would be used primarily to
make new awards under the Safe Schools/Healthy Students initiative. This inter-
agency initiative—funded by the Departments of Education, Health and Human
Services, Justice, and Labor—would receive a total of $247 million in 2001, an in-
crease of more than $100 million over the 2000 level.

IMPROVING TEACHER QUALITY

We need to elevate the teaching profession and expand opportunities for teachers
to continually update their skills. Improving teacher quality is a major emphasis in
the Educational Excellence for All Children Act, the Administration’s proposal for
reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. We need to
make sure our teachers are prepared to teach to the new State standards, and we
need to help States and communities deal with the projected nationwide shortage
of 2 million teachers over the next 10 years. Our budget provides $1 billion for a
comprehensive approach to reaching these goals, with an overall focus on preparing
both new and experienced teachers to bring high standards into the classroom.

This includes $690 million for Teaching to High Standards State Grants, our
Titlell reauthorization proposal to promote professional development linked to State
standards and assessments. A new $75 million Hometown Teachers proposal would
support comprehensive approaches to teacher recruitment and retention in high-
need districts, while a $50 million Higher Standards, Higher Pay initiative would
help high-poverty school districts attract and retain high-quality teachers through
better pay linked to a rigorous peer-review process.

To help meet the growing demand for high-quality leadership in our school dis-
tricts and schools, particularly in the area of implementing standards-based re-
forms, the budget includes $40 million for a School Leadership Initiative. This new
program would fund consortia-based efforts to provide current and prospective su-
perintendents and principals—particularly those serving high-poverty, low-per-
forming districts and schools—with the professional development opportunities
needed to help them serve as effective leaders.

The request also would provide $50 million to reward school districts that show
the largest increases in the number of teachers who are fully certified and teaching
in the field in which they are trained, $25 million to encourage career-changing pro-
fessionals to enter the teaching ranks, and $30 million to train some 15,000 early
childhood educators and caregivers in techniques to improve early literacy skills and
prevent later reading difficulties.

In addition, the 2001 budget includes $100 million for Bilingual Education Profes-
sional Development to help address the critical national shortage of well-prepared
bilingual and English-as-a-second-language (ESL) teachers.

NEW PATHWAYS TO COLLEGE

A college education remains the best guarantee of success in a rapidly changing,
technology-based economy that demands critical-thinking skills and the ability to
adapt to new ways of doing business. Postsecondary institutions are enjoying their
own enrollment boom—climbing last fall to a record 14.9 million students—but too
few disadvantaged and minority students are entering and completing college.

To help give these students and their families new pathways to college, the 2001
budget includes a $125 million increase for GEAR UP to provide 1.4 million low-
income elementary and secondary school students the skills and encouragement
they need to enter and succeed in college. We also are asking for $725 million for
TRIO outreach and support services to more than 760,000 disadvantaged postsec-
ondary students. The TRIO request includes $35 million for a new College Comple-
tion Challenge Grant program that would help reduce the college dropout rate, par-
ticularly among poor and minority students. Another pathway to college is Tech-
Prep Education, which supports efforts by partnerships of high schools, postsec-
ondary institutions, and employers to create comprehensive technical education pro-
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grams that prepare students for both college and high-tech careers. The 2001 budget
nearly triples Tech-Prep funding to $306 million.

MAKING COLLEGE MORE AFFORDABLE

Just as important as preparing for college is helping students and families pay
the rising costs of a postsecondary education. Over the past six years larger Pell
grants, expanded work-study opportunities, lower borrowing costs on student loans,
and Hope and Lifetime Learning tax benefits have made college financially possible
for all who qualify.

Paying for college is still a difficult burden, however, especially for low- and mid-
dle-income families. Our 2001 budget would help reduce that burden. For example,
we are proposing a maximum Pell Grant award of $3,500, a $200 increase over the
2000 level. A $60 million increase for Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
would provide a total of $875 million in grant assistance to an estimated 1.2 million
undergraduate students, or 64,000 more than in 2000. And a $77 million increase
for Work-Study would continue the President’s commitment to give 1 million stu-
dents the opportunity to work their way through college.

Outside the discretionary budget for postsecondary education, President Clinton
would dramatically expand tax benefits for postsecondary education through a new
College Opportunities Tax Cut. This proposal would build on the Lifetime Learning
Tax Credit to give over 5 million families the option of taking a tax deduction or
claiming a 28 percent tax credit on up to $5,000 in annual postsecondary education
tuition and fees. The limit would rise to $10,000 in 2003, and the Treasury Depart-
ment estimates families would save an additional $30 billion over 10 years, com-
pared to the current Lifetime Learning tax credit.

To increase academic opportunities for minority students and increase their num-
bers in high-skill fields such as science and engineering, the President’s budget pro-
poses $40 million for Dual-Degree Programs for Minority-Serving Institutions. This
program would provide competitive grants to partnerships between Minority-Serv-
ing Institutions (MSIs) and nationally recognized research universities. Partici-
pating students would earn two degrees in five years, one from the MSI and one
from the partner institution in a field in which minorities are underrepresented.

Finally, the President’s budget targets additional funds to Latinos as part of the
Administration’s Hispanic Education Action Plan. The 2001 request includes more
than $800 million in increases intended to help expand educational opportunities
and improve outcomes for Latinos. In addition to increases for programs like Title
I and TRIO that serve large numbers of Latino students, the request provides an
$86 million increase for Adult Education, most of which would be used to triple
funding for Common Ground Partnership Grants. These grants support demonstra-
tion programs that provide immigrants and other participants with English literacy
skills, coupled with civic education and basic skills that are necessary to effectively
navigate key institutions of American life. The budget also includes nearly a 50 per-
cent increase for Hispanic-Serving Institutions to support postsecondary education
institutions that serve large percentages of Latino students.

I believe this budget is a fitting start to a new century—the Education Century—
and would provide the resources needed to increase both quality and opportunity
in our education system. The 2001 request will, as the President noted in his State
of the Union address, move the Nation “a long way toward making sure every child
starts school ready to learn and graduates ready to succeed.”

I will be happy to answer any questions you may have about the President’s 2001
budget for education.

Senator SPECTER. Before proceeding to our customary 5-minute
rounds of questioning from the members, we have been joined by
the chairman of the full committee, Senator Stevens.

We would be delighted to hear from you, Mr. Chairman.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much. I apologize for
being late. I do have a conference. I just have a very short state-
ment I would like to make and submit some questions for the
record, if that can be done.

I do welcome all three of you secretaries. I think it is a very
great thing that you all would come at the same time, so we can
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have everyone here with responses that are of mutual importance
to all of us, I am sure.

I would like to put the full statement in the record, if I can.

Senator SPECTER. Without objection, it will be.

Senator STEVENS. Secretary Shalala, I want to thank you par-
ticularly for providing Alaska some great help, particularly in the
area of combating a very high rate of fetal alcohol syndrome and
fetal alcohol effect problems in our State. Fetal alcohol syndrome,
as we all know, is estimated to cost over $1.4 million for each per-
son that is born with it.

And unfortunately, we have the highest level per capita in the
country. We believe it is an entirely preventable condition and ap-
preciate what you are doing to help us work on the prevention side.

I also am grateful to you for your assistance in making PET
scans available to our seniors under the Medicare program. We
talked about this last week. And I understand your staff and the
Health Care Financing Administration have agreed to a reasonable
level of Medicare payment for PET scans under the new Outpatient
Hospital Payment System that is going to go into effect in the sum-
mer. I congratulate you very much for that.

I appreciate your agency’s willingness to continue working coop-
eratively with the PET community on getting full, broad, coverage
for PET scans.

It is my understanding the PET community will be submitting
revised information to HCFA in the next 45 days. We will all be
following the progress on that. And hopefully we will be able to get
full approval of PET coverage by this summer.

Incidentally, in flying back from California on Sunday, I read a
whole series of new brochures that are out from across the country
on the use of PET, how we are expanding its use into all forms of
cancer, as well as the brain. I think it just an invaluable new sys-
tem of imaging and diagnosis.

I am very interested in it because of my great friend, Dr. Michael
Phelps of UCLA, who is the inventor of that. And I am very proud
of him as a friend. It has been about 20 years ago now that I
stopped off to see him at UCLA. And he gave me a rundown of the
PET scan.

I told him I was supposed to make a speech to the National Con-
vention of the American Legion that day. When he got through giv-
ing me his presentation, I asked him what time it was, and he said
it was 8:00 p.m. I started at 3:00 with him, and unfortunately
missed that convention altogether, I was so mesmerized by what he
was doing. He has undoubtedly made a significant contribution to
our medical diagnostic capability.

And I do believe that it is going to be expanding in its use, pri-
marily because of the help you and your staff are providing.

IMPORTANCE OF TECHNOLOGY IN EDUCATION

Secretary Riley, I am also here to tell you I am particularly
pleased with your recognition of the importance of technology in
our classrooms and training teachers to effectively use that tech-
nology.
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LONG-DISTANCE EDUCATION

I am sure you know we are going into our State with a whole
new concept of education by distance, long-distance education. Tele-
medicine and tele-education are two very important opportunities
for our State, which is, after all, one-fifth the size of the whole
United States.

In the past, many opportunities were denied to our teachers and
students in Alaska because of the isolation of rural communities
and villages. But distance education will change that.

Alaska and Hawaii in particular, and some of the rural south 48
States will benefit tremendously from the new technologies in dis-
tance education. I am very grateful to all you for what you and
your people have done working with us.

BALANCE BUDGET REQUEST WITH RESOURCES

A word of caution, however. I am disappointed in the President’s
budget request because it promises more than we can deliver. It in-
cludes paying out monies that theoretically come in as taxes, which
have no chance of being approved.

And because of that, we are going to have a real difficulty in
maintaining our commitment to a balanced budget and our position
that we will not use the Social Security surplus in financing the
working operations of the Federal Government.

I look forward to working with the chairman, the members of
this committee, and all of you to try to come up with a realistic
spending plan for the next fiscal year that will meet our needs and
not return to the days of a heavy deficit.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you very much. And I will submit the questions.
Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Senator Stevens.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator Specter, Senator Harkin, and members of the subcommittee.

I'd like to begin by thanking you, Mr. Chairman for the leadership you have
shown in working to prevent youth violence.

When we presented our fiscal year 2001 budget, I noted that the searing images
we saw last year at Columbine and other schools must never be repeated.

If there was ever a bi-partisan issue—this is it.

That’s why the President worked with Congress to establish a new White House
Council on Youth Violence to get all Federal agencies thinking and working together
to prevent youth violence.

And that’s why my colleagues, Secretary Herman and Secretary Riley, and I join
you in your determination to bring to bear the resources we need to fight this prob-
lem effectively.

At HHS, the Surgeon General is developing a Report on Youth Violence that we
hope will be completed this year.

However, this much we already know: Violence is preventable. So we intend to
find out what works. What doesn’t. And then publish and disseminate a sourcebook
of best practices.

Our budget also increases the Mental Health Block Grant by $60 million—a full
17 percent.

And we’re budgeting another $78 million to stop youth violence.

Now let me highlight other important features of our budget and why we believe
this budget is critical to the health and future of the American people.

Our fiscal year 2001 budget brings us to where we should be at the dawn of a
new century: A great nation pledging allegiance to great goals.
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Those goals are: Expanded health care coverage; renewed support for children and
families; greater scientific advancement; and the creation of a healthier America.
Our fiscal year 2001 budget brings those goals within reach—without loosening
our commitment to fiscal discipline and a balanced budget.
This budget is about people.
It makes a record investment in health care coverage. In access. And in quality.
Two years ago, with bipartisan support, we launched the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program.
Two million children are now enrolled.
Now we want to make sure that this new program—and Medicaid—carry millions
more children, and their parents, into the safe harbor of quality health care.
The President’s FamilyCare program will do that.
Even as we expand coverage to some parents through FamilyCare, we recognize
that many low income adults work in jobs that do not offer health insurance.
These workers frequently rely on local health institutions and professionals who
provide services at a reduced or no cost.
This year we want to increase our support for these community service networks
to $125 million—five times our investment last year.
We need to strengthen and modernize Medicare.
First and foremost that means dedicating about $300 billion of the on-budget sur-
plus over 10 years to extend the solvency of the Trust Fund until 2025.
We must also add a voluntary prescription drug benefit to Medicare.
As the President said in his State of the Union, we would never design Medicare
today without a prescription drug benefit.
We can’t change the past. However, we can change the future.
But, the longer we wait, the worse the problem will become—and the more expen-
sive it will become.
Government cannot step into the shoes of parents and communities, but govern-
ment does have a role to play in helping families balance work and children.
One recent study notes that in 1998 only 10 percent of the 14.7 million children
eligible for Federal child care subsidies received them.
So as part of the President’s Child Care Initiative, this year’s budget adds another
$817 million to the Child Care Development Block Grant.
b ﬁ‘his is part of our discretionary budget and brings the total Block Grant to $2
illion.
Mr. Chairman, Head Start is one of the most successful bipartisan programs our
two branches of government has ever created for children.
This year we're requesting $6.3 billion for Head Start.
That’s $1 billion more than last year—and the largest increase in the history of
Head Start.
I can’t talk about children without talking about drugs. I know, Mr. Chairman,
that you would like to pursue this further in our question and answer period.
We know marijuana use has leveled off among teens. But too many teens are still
saying “yes” to drugs and alcohol.
That’s why our budget includes over $3.3 billion for substance abuse treatment
and prevention.
I mentioned the success we’ve had cutting the death rate from AIDS.
But HIV/AIDS is still a disease without a cure—and is still the greatest public
health challenge both here and around the world.
So fighting HIV/AIDS remains a top priority for the Department.
. Our total AIDS budget this year is $9.2 billion—an increase of 8.4 percent over
ast year.
Evelzlry agency’s AIDS-fighting budget is going up in prevention, treatment and re-
search.
On the prevention side, we propose to spend an additional $75 million to help stop
the spread of this disease.
Specifically, the CDC will direct $40 million of the new funds to local commu-
nities—including prevention services targeted to minority populations.
CDC will spend another $26 million to fight AIDS around the world.
At the same time, the Health Resources and Services Administration will expend
$1.7 billion in Ryan White funding to help people living with HIV/AIDS.
This is a $125 million increase over last year.
Our budget request for AIDS-related research at NIH is $2.1 billion, a 5.2 percent
increase over last year.
The total NIH budget this year is $18.8 billion—$1 billion more than a year ago.
This subcommittee should take pride in the unprecedented investment we have
made in basic and clinical research.
Our shared commitment to NIH, . . .
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. . . and to producing quality science and scientists—on both the NIH campus
and at great research universities—is an extraordinary legacy.

Years from now, we will see results beyond our wildest dreams.

Some of those results are certain to come from the $73 million we intend to in-
vest—over 2 years—to build a National Neuroscience Research Center at NTH.

This will put all NIH brain research under one roof.

More important the Center will usher in what is certain to be The Century of the
Brain.

In the interest of time—let me quickly mention three other areas where we intend
to increase our discretionary budget.

We take very seriously the need to stop infectious diseases and bioterrorism.

Our budget increases by almost 50 percent CDC’s funding for disease surveillance.

As for bioterrorism—which may be the biggest threat of the 21st century—we’re
proposing to spend $265 million to prepare for, and respond to, a biological attack.

We also want to make a major investment in bricks and mortar.

In addition to the Neuroscience Research Center at NIH, CDC proposes to spend
$127 million—$70 million more than last year—to modernize and expand three lab-
oratory sites.

The remaining funds will go toward completing the Edward R. Roybal infectious
disease lab, and construction of a new environmental health lab.

Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude my testimony by noting that our greatest moral
imperative is to close the gaps in health outcomes between minorities and the ma-
jority population.

In 1998, the President set a goal of ending health disparities in six major areas.

Now, almost every operating division is working to close these gaps.

That includes an additional $35 million at CDC for community-based research
and demonstration projects to reduce disparities.

Thank you.

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING FOR WELFARE WORKERS

Senator SPECTER. Secretary Herman, when you talk about areas
of needs, of trying to move workers from, say, the inner city, where
there are no jobs, to the suburbs, where there are jobs, I think that
is an area which requires special attention.

And I thank you for taking the initial steps to free $1.3 million
for Philadelphia. We talked about that week before last, and you
acted on it last week. But when I visited the transit system yester-
day, I was told the check was in the mail. Do you know how far
along the delivery route that check is?

Secretary HERMAN. I believe it will arrive on Thursday.

Senator SPECTER. OK. So I will report back to them that it is still
in the mail.

That program needs a lot of additions. They transport 1,500 peo-
ple in buses, and they have some 9 vans. But I am making a sur-
vey to see how many poor people need that transportation, what
it would do for the lives of people giving them dignity and a job,
and what it would do for the taxpayers on reducing welfare pay-
ments. So we are going to come back to you there, but I do appre-
ciate your help.

BIOTERRORISM

Secretary Shalala, you commented specifically about the $265
million on bioterrorism. A commission just finished its work a few
months ago on dealing with weapons of mass destruction. I served
as vice chairman. And the commission did not move into the do-
mestic area. And I believe that is something that we ought to be
doing more on, this subcommittee, and will.

But could you give us in a general way the use of the $265 mil-
lion on anti-bioterrorism?
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Secretary SHALALA. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you well
know, unlike other kinds of terrorism, bioterrorism, the response
for it needs to be done on the ground in local communities.

And, much of this money is focused on building up the public
health infrastructure and educating the medical community, both
in terms of identifying what may turn out to be a release of some
kind of disease and reporting it as quickly as possible.

So what we do on the ground level is strengthen the existing
public health infrastructure and the State and community public
health officials that are responsible. And, simultaneously strength-
en our surveillance systems, which were set up originally for infec-
tious diseases, but now are full reporting systems for any kind of
outbreaks, which are reported from the community, State, and then
to the CDC, and our response time in our laboratory capacities
across the country in being able to make a diagnosis quickly.

Senator SPECTER. Could you give me your evaluation as to the
adequacy of our domestic program against potential bioterrorism?

Secretary SHALALA. The current program is inadequate. And that
is the reason for these substantial investments at both the local
level, the State level, as well as the national level.

Senator SPECTER. I would like to work with you on the staff
level. I do not want to cut you short, but I want to come to a couple
more questions.

Secretary SHALALA. We would be happy to do that. The person
who is coordinating it in the Department, I want to point out, is
the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Peggy Ham-
burg, who is a physician and the former New York City health
commissioner.

Senator SPECTER. That is a good start.

Secretary SHALALA. We particularly picked someone who actually
knows what you do on the ground and how you can strengthen the
system from the bottom up.

MEETING DIVERSE NEEDS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Senator SPECTER. Secretary Riley, last year we had a real battle
over the potential for local flexibility on the issue of providing addi-
tional teachers. And the question which I would like you to provide
for the record, because I want to ask another question before my
red light goes on, I intend to observe it, is what is the disadvantage
of allowing a school board to go for books or computers or some
other facet, instead of hiring teachers to reduce class size?

PREVENTION OF YOUTH VIOLENCE

But the question I want to get a response from all three of you
secretaries on is, our program against youth violence has looked at
existing resources on the National Institute of Mental Health and
Center for Disease Control, the parenting initiatives, et cetera.

MASS MEDIA ENTERTAINMENT AND YOUTH VIOLENCE

But what about the role of movies and television and the com-
puter and video games? And we do not want to point fingers, as
many have, there specifically. But to what extent should we look
at that? Considering the first amendment rights and freedom of
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speech, how big a problem is it? And what are your suggestions as
to Wl;gt we ought to be doing there? May we just work through the
panel?

Secretary Riley, why do you not start?

Secretary RILEY. Well, when you have the distribution system
this country has, the capacity to deliver and the amount and avail-
ability of information that we have now—and we have really only
scratched the surface, you then are going to have considerable
issues to deal with. And that is the availability of undesirable in-
formation and so forth to youngsters.

And I emphasize the important role that parents and teachers
play in that. I think no matter how many filters you have, how
much you try to deal with that—I was in the mine force in the
Navy, and we were always talking about measures and counter-
measures. And you get a countermeasure for filtering out some-
thing, and then they develop a measure to produce it in a different
way.

So I think you can have all of that, and it is a help. But really,
it falls back on, I think, parents working with young people, mak-
ing sure that the availability and the use of these powerful tools
is supervised and managed.

And the same applies with teachers in schools. Schools can do a
better job than families, because they have the constant super-
vision of computers and other information. So I think it is a com-
bination of things. All of these technical things are important. But
really, it falls back on quality teachers and quality parents.

Senator SPECTER. I am going to come back to this question in the
second round, because we have quite a large attendance. And I do
not want to exceed the 5-minute rule here.

Senator Harkin.

PENSIONS PAID VIA LUMP SUM VS. ANNUITY

Senator HARKIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Herman, I sent you a letter on January 28 discussing
what appears to be an increasingly common, but unfortunate, prac-
tice concerning pensions. What is happening is that many major
companies offer employees retiring early the option of taking their
pension benefits as a lump sum. ERISA requires that all defined
benefit plans must pay benefits as an annuity, must pay it as an
annuity, unless the employee and his or her spouse knowingly
agrees to waive the annuity form.

Although the statutes and regulations require the plan fiduciary
to disclose the “relative value” of the optional forms of a benefit,
a growing number of these employers not only fail to disclose,
some, I think, even try to hide the fact that the lump sum has a
value far less than the annuity. I think this represents a clear vio-
lation of the specific ERISA statutes and regulations, as well as an
employer’s general fiduciary responsibility.

Have you looked into this? And are you proposing any plans to
stop this kind of an abusive practice?

Secretary HERMAN. Senator, we are looking very carefully into it.
And I certainly appreciate the concern and the interest that you
have taken in particular in this issue, because what it really boils
down to is the ability of beneficiaries, of participants, to make in-
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formed judgements and their right to know. It is not necessarily
the quantity of the information, but it is about the quality of the
information that is needed to make critical retirement decisions.

And we want to continue to work with you and others in efforts
to advance the whole education effort to ensure, first of all, that
plan participants are getting the information that they need to
make informed decisions about their own retirement.

But additionally, as your letter points out, we are also working
with Treasury, and the IRS, to look at what formal steps we may
need to take in this area regarding the specific obligations of
ERISA. And I will be sure to have a written response to your letter
in the very near future.

CDC’S BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

Senator HARKIN. I appreciate that, and I appreciate your atten-
tion to this. And one of the examples I used in my letter, the annu-
ity option had an actuarial value 80 percent larger than the lump
sum. And yet, the information that was given to the employee did
not point that out at all.

And, of course, you hold out a lump sum and tell them they can
invest in the stock market and they can make all this fast money
and stuff. It looks very nice. But really what is happening is, basi-
cally the employer is buying back the annuity at a very reduced
rate.

So I encourage you to pursue this vigorously, and I am sure that
you will.

Secretary Shalala, recently I visited the Center for Disease Con-
trol in Atlanta. And I have to tell you, I was shocked at the condi-
tion of the facility at the world’s premier disease control center, the
one that people around the world look to for the prevention of out-
breaks, the rapid response to the various diseases and viruses that
are coming out. I understand just in the last 20 years 35 newly
emerging diseases have been identified and are becoming virulent.

I remember when Senator Hatfield left the Senate. He spoke on
the Senate floor about the fact that with the Cold War over, it is
no longer the Russians are coming, but the viruses are coming. And
he spoke about the need to invest more basically in NTH.

I think we have focused a lot on NIH. You have, to your great
credit, we have on this committee, to the chairman’s credit, focused
on doubling NIH research. He has been a great leader in that. I
wonder if maybe we have not somehow kind of shortchanged the
Center for Disease Control. I remember the movie Outbreak with
Dustin Hoffman in it. I always assumed it was filmed there.

Senator HARKIN. That is sort of what I assumed. I get down
there and find out that the movie producers came down there and
looked at CDC and, as I understand it, refused to film it there be-
cause no one would believe how bad it was. So they went to Holly-
wood and built their own set. So what you see in the movie was
not the actual Center for Disease Control.

Now I know they have a proposal in for new buildings. And I
must say that the time frame is too long. I think somehow we have
to collapse that time frame. I am just shocked. I do not know why
I had not really paid more attention to this myself in the past. I
think perhaps a lot of focused on NIH and the basic research.
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But when you are talking about these newly emerging viruses
and diseases and outbreaks of food-borne illnesses, I mean, this is
where we look worldwide for rapid intervention.

So I just—and I have to believe that it makes it more difficult
to recruit scientists, too, when they go down and take a look at that
place. Who wants to work there? I mean, it really is bad. I know
you know that. I mean, you have been there.

But I am just wondering for your response, just a general re-
sponse, on the conditions and whether you think we should be
pushing a little bit harder and faster on the buildings and renova-
tion of CDC than what we are doing.

Secretary SHALALA. Senator Harkin, I welcome the opportunity
to talk to you about that. I do not disagree with your comments.
In fact, this year’s budget has 122-percent increase in our request
for construction money. It is part of a master plan.

What I would like to do is to work with the committee and iden-
tify and show you what we have done in a master plan. If you
would like to shorten the amount of time, we would certainly be
prepared to talk to you. But we have now laid out a master plan.

This may be a case of a little out of sight, out of mind. And, we
need to pay attention. The focus on CDC, in this budget, is my per-
sonal highest priority. As I am ending my tour of duty in govern-
ment and since I spent much of my career working with State gov-
ernments, we could figure out how to finance capital projects.

We have to do it out of every year’s budget, as opposed to stretch-
ing it out over time. And the budget rules are just irresponsible,
in my judgment, about the financing of capital projects. We have
to put everything in the budget in 1 year

Senator HARKIN. Crazy.

Secretary SHALALA [continuing]. As opposed to spreading it over
time. And we need to work through these issues when we are in-
vesting in institutions as important as the CDC or the NIH or any
of the other institutions where we have to build facilities.

FDA also has a proposal here. It has been just as difficult to
struggle to make sure that FDA has first-class facilities, because of
the way the budgeting rules work, and not our lack of interest or
attention to the structures that we think are so responsible and im-
portant to the quality of work.

Senator HARKIN. Thank you.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Senator Harkin.

Senator Feinstein.

CLINICAL TRIALS DATA BASE

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to compliment the three of you on your presentations. I
thought they were excellent. With your permission, Mr. Chairman,
I will submit a statement for the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN

Thank you to all of you for coming before our subcommittee today. You are re-
sponsible for addressing some of the nation’s most pressing problems. Let me name
a few that face my state, the largest state in the nation, 34 million people.
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EDUCATION

California’s needs

Our nation’s schools face huge challenges—low test scores, crowded classrooms,

teacher shortages, booming enrollments, decrepit buildings.

—California has 5.8 million students, more students than 36 states have in total
population and one of the highest projected enrollments in the US.

—California will need 300,000 new teachers by 2010. Eleven percent or 30,000 of
our 285,000 teachers are on emergency credentials.

—~California has 40 percent of nation’s immigrants; we have 50 languages in some
schools.

—For school construction, modernization and deferred maintenance, California
needs $21 billion by 2003 or 7 new classrooms per day. Two million California
children go to school today in 86,000 portable classrooms.

—California’s Head Start programs serve only 13 percent of eligible children.

—For higher education, the University of California has the most diverse student
body in the US. Federal programs provide nearly 55 percent of all student fi-
nancial aid funding that UC students received. Our colleges and universities are
facing “Tidal Wave II,” the demographic bulge created by children of the baby
boomers who will inundate California’s colleges and universities between 2000
and 2010 because the number of high school graduates will jump 30 percent.

So our needs are huge.

Fiscal year 2001 education budget

While these needs cry out for resources, the federal share of elementary secondary
education funding has declined from 14 percent in 1980 to 6 percent in 1999. Fund-
ing is so short in my state that California teachers are spending around $1,000 a
year out of their own pockets to pay for books, magic markers, scissors and other
school supplies, according to the San Diego Tribune, August 16, 1999.

I commend the Administration for proposing to increase education funding in fis-
cal year 2001 to $40.1 billion or 12.6 percent. I welcome this increase. I hope we
can do better because the status quo in American public education is not enough.

I would like to share with you, Secretary Riley, some of my concerns:

Title I: For the Title I program, I have two concerns: First is the “hold harmless”
provision. Thank you, Secretary Riley, for opposing the Title I “hold harmless” pro-
vision that has been included in our appropriations bills. I hope you will more ac-
tively work to prevent its enactment again.

In 1994, Congress included in the Title I law a requirement that you annually
update the number of poor children so that the allocation of funds would truly re-
flect the most up-to-date number of poor children. This is a very important provision
to growing states like mine. However, despite my opposition, the hold harmless pro-
vision has been included in annual appropriations bills, effectively overriding the
census update requirement and locking in historic funding amounts for states de-
spite the change in the number of poor children.

Secretary Riley, I whole-heartedly agree with your statement last year—which I
hope you will reaffirm today—that “a basic principle in targeting should be to drive
funds to where the poor children are, not to where they were a decade ago.”

With 18 percent of the country’s Title I students, California only receives 11.4 per-
cent of Title I funds. Please join me in vigorously fighting the hold harmless provi-
sion. At least, 775,000 eligible Title I students are not getting services in my state.

Second, on Title I, T hope we can work together to better focus the funding on
academic achievement. Title I reaches virtually every school district and can be an
important force for change. I hope you will give me your thoughts on how to put
more “academic teeth” into Title I.

Head Start

Head Start is one of the most important federal programs because it has the po-
tential to reach children early in their formative years when their cognitive skills
are developing. Many studies have confirmed the significance of bringing positive
influences to early brain development. But we know that poor children dispropor-
tionately start school behind their peers—they are less likely to count to 10 or to
recite the alphabet. Every child deserves not just a good start, but a head start.

And yet, “Head Start has only vague performance standards and no curriculum
to stimulate the growth of literacy and numeracy,” say Henry Aaron and Robert
Reschaeur in Setting National Priorities, The 2000 Election and Beyond. Research
tells us that for every dollar invested, we save $7.00 in decreased expenditures for
compensatory education, crime and welfare. I hope that both you Secretary Riley
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and Secretary Shalala will discuss the plight and challenges of Head Start with me.
I will have some very specific questions to pose to you.

The proposed addition of $1 billion for HeadStart to enroll 1 million more children
by 2002, a 19 percent increase, is good first step. California has 764,462 poor chil-
dren age 5 and under in poverty, but we only serving only 13 percent of eligible
children. We must do better. I want to explore with you the challenge of major re-
form of the Head Start program to better prepare children for school at a time when
high quality preschool programs can have long lasting benefits.

Impact aid

I am disappointed in your impact aid request. You are proposing to cut Impact
Aid from $906.5 million in fiscal year 2000 to $770 million in 2001.

California has 119 school districts receiving Impact Aid, helping 1 million stu-
dents. In fiscal year 2000, California is receiving $57 million in Impact Aid. In Cali-
fornia, Impact Aid funds only 23 percent of the cost of educating a federally-con-
nected student. This is an important program in a state that has many tax-exempt
federal properties.

Immigrant education

I am disappointed that your budget request proposes flat funding—no increase—
for immigrant education. Appropriations were $150 million in 1998, $150 million in
1999, and $150 million in 2000 and you have requested $150 million.

California receives $180.00 for each eligible immigrant child which hardly begins
to address the needs these children bring to the classroom. These are the most at-
risk of all children. They speak another language; their schooling has been inter-
rupted and they have huge adjustment challenges. Can’t we do better?

Other education challenges

I commend the President’s initiatives on school construction, both the tax credits
for bondholders and the new school renovation grants. These are long overdue.

The continued drive to hire teachers and reduce class sizes is right on target.
California started reducing class sizes in grades K-3 in the 1996-1997 school year.
We had then and we still have some of the largest class sizes in the country. And
every parent knows that the smaller the class the more individualized attention stu-
dents receive and the more effective the teacher can be.

CHILD CARE

Secretary Shalala, I am so pleased to see that the Administration has rec-
ommended $818 million for the Child Care Development Block Grant. As you know,
Senators Dodd and Jeffords offered an amendment last year to increase funding to
assist working families with the costs of child care. The Dodd-Jeffords amendment
doubled the discretionary funding for the CCDBG by $818 million to a total of $2
billion. The amendment passed 41-54, but was dropped in conference with the
House and was not included in the final version of the bill. I understand that Sen-
ator Specter has committed to including the increased funding in his chairman’s
mark for fiscal year 2001 appropriations. I am hoping these funds will not be for-
ward funded this year, as in previous years.

HEALTH CARE

Now I will turn to health care, another important concern of Californians.

California’s needs

We have an uninsured rate of 24 percent (7.3 million people), far above the na-
tional rate of 17 percent. Despite a thriving economy, the number of Californians
without health insurance grows by 23,000 per month, far exceeding the national
rate.

California has the second highest incidence of HIV/AIDS in the US.While the
AIDS death rate has declined, it is till too high; 40,000 new infections develop each
year. In California, 100,000 people are living with HIV/AIDS. Nationally, half of all
HIV-infected people do not receive regular medical care (Rand study, December
1998).

California ranks 37th overall among states having children immunized by the age
of 18 to 24 months.

In my state, 37 hospitals have closed since 1996 and 15 percent more may close
by 2005. Over half my state’s hospitals are losing money. Seismic safety require-
ments add more cost strains.
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Health budget

National Institutes of Health

While I welcome the $1 billion or 5.6 percent increase, I am told that to keep us
on the path toward doubling NIH over five years, the increase should be $2.7 billion.
Even though Congress has given NIH generous increases in the last two years, NIH
is 1999 could still only fund 32 percent of grant proposals.

Our investment in biomedical research has given us longer lives, healthier lives,
and cures and new treatments.

This is an area of governmental activity that Americans overwhelmingly support.
Fif{:y—ﬁve p(flrcent of Californians said they would pay more in taxes for more med-
ical researc

Cancer

The President proposed only a 5.9 percent increase for cancer research.

Cancer is a concern of virtually every American. Fifty percent of Americans have
had someone close them die from cancer.

The American Cancer Society and other major cancer groups are calling for a 15
percent increase for the National Cancer Institute, raising NCI from $3.25 billion
to $4.1 billion.

The Cancer March, that came to Washington in September 1999, called for in-
creasing the National Cancer Institute budget by 20 percent each year for 4 years,
to get to $10 billion by 2005. They cited the impending “cancer explosion,” coming
with the aging of the American population. Because of the aging of the population,
the incidence of cancer will reach staggering proportions by 2010, with a 29 percent
increase in incidence and a 25 percent increase in deaths, at a cost of over $200
billion per year. The cancer burden will balloon especially in the next 10 to 25 years
as the country’s demographics change.

Why invest more in cancer research? The Cancer March Research Task Force said
we could reduce cancer deaths from 25 to 40 percent over the next 20 year period,
saving 150,000 to 225,000 lives each year. Other areas that could be enhanced are
bringing new cancer drugs from the laboratory to clinical trials; continuing to iden-
tify genes involved in cancer; improving our understanding of the interaction be-
tween genes and environmental exposures; finding new ways to detect cancers ear-
lier when they are small, not invasive and more easily treated.

We must also improve participation in cancer clinical trials. Medicare bene-
ficiaries account for more than 50 percent of all cancer diagnoses and 60 percent
of all cancer deaths, but only two percent participate in clinical trials.

Along this line, I hope Secretary Shalala can tell us today that the clinical trials
database that we enacted in 1997 is all ready to go. This is an important 1-800
number for patients and doctors to find out what research trials for serious and life-
threatening diseases are underway.

Cancer prevention is another area that needs increased resources. The American
Cancer Society says that 60 to 70 percent of all cancers are preventable. We need
to do more in this area so that Americans never get cancer.

Other health programs

I welcome the President’s initiatives to fill in some of the gaps in health care—
new initiatives like expanding the CHIP program to children’s parents; strength-
ening enrollment in CHIP through schools and child care centers; increasing fund-
ing for community health centers; restoring Medicaid to immigrant children who en-
tered the U. S. after August 1996 and to legal immigrant pregnant women; in-
creases for immunizations; for HIV/AIDs services. All of these are very important
to my state.

I do have to question why the HHS budget cuts funding to train health profes-
sionals by $84 million. Almost one in five Californians lives in a health professions
shortage area. We are facing a nursing shortage and will need 43,000 more nurses
by 2010, which is a conservative estimate based on a projected 23 percent increase
in the state’s population.

Even though we have a booming economy, we are faced with many challenges to
which your budgets respond. I look forward to working with you to craft a final bill
that responds to these concerns that I have outlined.

I am also concerned about the delay in establishing the clinical trials database.
We passed the FDA bill requiring NIH to set up a toll-free 1-800 number in 1997.
We created it at the suggestion of patients and their doctors who said they need
one simple place to go to find out what research trials were being conducted. I am
quite concerned that, two and a half years later, this still not be set up and an-
nounced. I hope you will have good news today, Secretary Shalala.

Thank you again for coming before our subcommittee.
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Senator FEINSTEIN. Secretary Shalala, it is my understanding
that last night your department announced that you are imple-
menting the clinical trials database Senator Snowe and I authored.
Will it now be possible for an individual to call a 1-800 number
and get information about clinical trials relating to acute diseases?

Secretary SHALALA. More important than just the 1-800 number,
they will be able to go on the website, get information about indi-
vidual clinical trials, and find out who to contact about that par-
ticular clinical trial. So it is a very transparent system on clinical
trials. I think the first 4,000 are up and on the website.

So from our point of view, your initiative and our ability to get
this up on the website so that people find out what the clinical trial
is doing, how to enroll, and specifically who to call, this is a major
step forward in health in this country.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, thank you very much.

Secretary SHALALA. And thank you for your leadership.

HEAD START

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, Senator Snowe and I appreciate that
very much. Thank you.

Let me just share with you some of my thinking about Head
Start. I appreciate very much that there is an additional $1 billion
to expand the program by about 17 percent. I am coming to ques-
tion whether we should expand the program prior to the time we
make Head Start truly a Head Start program. I am finding that
many Head Start classrooms do not teach any cognitive skills
whatsoever.

I am also finding that the standards are vague and that Head
Start is a missed opportunity. One of the major cities in California
has just told me they can only pay $22,000 a year for a Head Start
teacher. You are not going to get a Head Start teacher that is going
to bring about any quality education for that.

And then I took a look at the French system, looked a little bit
about what the Core Knowledge Foundation is doing in setting up
some model Head Start programs. I really think we are missing the
boat by expanding Head Start without improving the quality of the
program first.

And since this is a 100-percent federally funded program, it
seems to me that not only do we miss the boat, but we have an
obligation to see that standards and quality are present. I think
there is enough information. Cognitive learning is quite possible in
children of a Head Start age.

My questions are these, and I will just ask them, and then per-
haps you can respond: What is HHS doing to move Head Start
from custodial child care to a program that stresses cognitive devel-
opment and learning?

Second, would HHS be opposed to changing the focus of the Head
Start program so that more attention is placed on the development
of cognitive skills?

Third, what kind of coordination or communication does the De-
partment of Education have with HHS on this program?

And finally, should we not really move Head Start to the Depart-
ment of Education and convert it into a strong preschool program
and focus on cognitive development?
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COGNITIVE SKILLS AND STANDARDS IN HEAD START

Secretary SHALALA. Let me answer those questions quickly. The
answer is that Head Start is the strongest preschool program that
we have in this country. Over the last 7 years this administration
has invested substantially in improving not only the cognitive
learning part of the program, but in raising the standards. In fact,
25 percent of all the new money going into Head Start has been
invested specifically in raising the quality of the program.

So tough have we been on this program that we have closed over
150 Head Start programs that did not meet our standards. No
other government program has been as effective in both raising
standards and closing down programs that did not meet our stand-
ards.

Before we came into this administration, not one Head Start pro-
gram had ever been closed for not meeting its standards in the his-
tory of its program.

The difference between Head Start and other kinds of custodial
programs is in fact its investment in training and in specific stand-
ards. In fact, the specific rules of Head Start, are much more de-
tailed than other programs.

I would be happy to talk to you at some length about the cog-
nitive part of Head Start. But the genius of Head Start is that it
is comprehensive. It integrates both health, social services, edu-
cation and learning.

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION IN HEAD START

The evaluations of the program have concluded that it is a
stronger program than any other preschool programs in this coun-
try. And parents’ satisfaction of this program is the highest of any
government agency or government program that we have. It is
even higher than the ratings for Mercedes and BMW in customer
satisfaction of the program.

SHOULD HEAD START BE TRANSFERRED FROM HHS TO ED?

Do I think it should be transferred to Education? I do not. But
let me tell you specifically why. First, the history of Head Start is
a history of a program that was started because of what was per-
ceived as the weakness in the education programs in this country,
a lack of parental involvement. However, we have built a series of
partnerships with the Department of Education.

And increasingly there are incentives in Head Start for public
schools to integrate Head Start programs with their other pre-
school programs, their kindergarten programs. So there is a seam-
less program.

But evaluations have shown something very interesting. And
that is, where Head Start programs are standalone, there is more
parental involvement than in these new cooperative endeavors with
public schools. That is, you get less parental integration into the
program when there is a cooperative agreement with a public
school than you do with standalone programs.

That means we see ourselves as reformers of the role of public
schools and of public education. And no one has been a stronger
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supporter in HHS than I have been of public education in this
country.

But it is a different kind of program of the highest quality that
has played an important role, I believe, in our understanding of
preschool education and its quality by any measure.

If you trotted out here the world’s greatest experts on early child-
hood education, including the experts from the Yale Study Center,
they would say to you, this program has gone through a trans-
formation over the last 7 years, that it is strong both cognitively
in terms of what it teaches and in the way it is managed and the
way programs are integrated.

So we started out with an overall assessment by experts in the
field. They told us what to do. We have incorporated those. We
have invested this money heavily in improving the quality, teacher
training, and all the other parts of the program.

But simultaneously, we have kept the heart of the program. And
that is integrating parents into the learning process for these
young people.

Senator SPECTER. Secretary Shalala, you are on a very big sub-
ject. Could you supplement your answer for the record?

Secretary SHALALA. I will, yes.

Senator SPECTER. Because we are pretty much over time.

Secretary SHALALA. With both the data and the research. And I
would be happy to look at any California programs that my good
friend, the Senator from California, thinks are weak in particular.
?Iilld I would be happy to have our teams look at them very care-
ully.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible to ask
Secretary Riley to respond to that as well?

Senator SPECTER. Well

Secretary RILEY. How about in writing?

Senator FEINSTEIN. In writing?

Senator SPECTER [continuing]. If you can briefly.

Senator FEINSTEIN. In writing would be fine.

Senator SPECTER. If you can briefly respond orally, and supple-
ment it, Mr. Secretary, in writing, because we do have other Sen-
ators who are waiting.

FOCUS ON COGNITIVE SKILLS IN EARLY CHILDHOOD

Secretary RILEY. Very briefly, I want to thank Secretary Shalala
for really honing in during the reauthorization of Head Start a cou-
ple years ago and all the work that has been done since in cen-
tering on standards and quality.

I think the question, Senator, is the cognitive skills for early
childhood, which, as you point out and as Secretary Shalala has
pointed out, have gotten more attention with all the brain research
and so forth. The question is, are they provided, and not how and
where.

I am not into the empire building of the Department of Edu-
cation. I am interested in cognitive skills being there in Head
Start. And as I read it, they are very strong. That is a very strong
focus from HHS now, and they really are trying to move in that
direction as rapidly as possible and are doing a grand job moving
in that direction.
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HHS AND EDUCATION COORDINATION ON HEAD START

We are working closely with them, with the overlap of Title I.
The flexibility of Title I enables school districts to use Title I for
early childhood. And so we are seeing more and more of that, and
we are working very well in a cooperative way.

[The information follows:]

HEAD START

Head Start is America’s premiere early childhood education program, and con-
tinues to lead the way in state-of-the-art approaches to enhancing young children’s
development. Head Start’s performance standards are, in fact, quite comprehensive
and clearly delineate what programs must do in serving children and families.
These standards cover the areas of Education and Early Childhood Development,
Child Health, Child Mental Health, Child Nutrition, Family Partnerships, Commu-
nity Partnerships and Program Governance, among others. A copy of these stand-
ards is attached. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Performance Standard
on Education and Early Childhood Development clearly requires that all programs
must, in collaboration with Head Start parents, implement a curriculum and goes
on to discuss what this curriculum must include.

This Administration has invested heavily in improving not only the cognitive
learning aspects of this program, but in raising its standards. We have paired in-
vestment in critical elements of quality such as teacher compensation and training
with a tough approach to enforcement of high standards in every Head Start pro-
gram. Annual salaries for Head Start teachers have increased from $14,600 in 1992
to $20,700 this year. Since 1995, more than 140 local grantees have been replaced
because they have been unable to rectify deficiencies in program quality. We will
continue these investments in fiscal year 2001 and will devote more than half of
all new Head Start money to continued improvements in the quality of the program.

In addition, Head Start has made a commitment to measuring child outcomes, in-
cluding cognitive outcomes as well as other key aspects of children’s development
and parental involvement. Our research shows that typical children leave Head
Start with a wide range of specific knowledge and skills that prepare them for kin-
dergarten. These practical, common sense achievements form the foundation for con-
tinued progress in learning by Head Start children in kindergarten where they show
statistically significant growth in vocabulary, letter recognition, writing and other
pre-reading skills.

Head Start provides top-quality early childhood education along with comprehen-
sive services, such as health, nutrition, and family support services, to almost
900,000 low-income, preschool children and their families across the nation, includ-
ing more than 81,000 children and their families in California.

Head Start currently places a strong emphasis on cognitive skills. Preliminary re-
sults from the Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES) indicate that average
program quality is in the “good” to “excellent” range and no classroom scored below
the “minimal quality” range. Head Start children are ready for school, performing
above the levels expected for children from low-income families who have not at-
tended center-based programs. The survey also found that 66 percent of Head Start
parents read to their child three or more times a week and that 70-90 percent of
parents teach their children letters, numbers or songs.

We are building upon this progress with new initiatives, including expanded
training in family literacy services, new partnerships with pre-kindergarten and
child care programs, and the development of local grantee systems to track and ana-
lyze child outcome data.

The Head Start Bureau has extensive collaborative relationships and initiatives
with the Department of Education, including the following:

—Recent joint sponsorship with Title I, Even Start, and HHS’s Child Care Bureau
of a national leadership forum of State leaders and managers of pre-kinder-
garten, Head Start, and child care programs to explore new opportunities to use
State and Federal early childhood funding to reach more children with higher
quality services and to identify ways to eliminate barriers to cross-program col-
laboration.

—Long-standing involvement with ED in joint efforts to serve infants, toddlers,
and young children with disabilities, including participation in the Federal
Interagency Coordinating Council, and public-private partnerships such as the
Conrad Hilton Foundation/Head Start $15 million initiative to training commu-
nity teams of Early Head Start, ED early intervention program providers, par-
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ents and other community agency leaders to improve serving to infants and tod-
dlers with disabilities.

—Collaborative efforts in research and accountability efforts, including joint spon-
sorship and funding of major longitudinal studies of early childhood develop-
ment (including the National Center for Education Statistic’s Early Childhood
Longitudinal Survey, Kindergarten & Birth Cohorts) and emerging efforts in
Title I and Even Start to utilize the Head Start Performance Measures outcome
measures in Federal evaluations and State-level accountability efforts.

—Additional leadership efforts between Head Start and public education pro-
grams and systems occur at the State and local level through the nationwide
network of Head Start-State Collaboration Offices which give priority attention
to forging linkages among local Head Start agencies, family literacy initiatives,
State pre-kindergarten programs, and local education agencies.

—Finally, and most importantly, every local Head Start grantee is held account-
able for maintaining strong and effective partnerships with local elementary
schools and districts through specific mandates covering the provision of family
literacy and adult education services, services to children with disabilities, and
preparing every child and family for a successful transition to kindergarten.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Secretary, thank you for that amplifi-
cation.

HEAD START STAFF SALARY LEVELS

Senator HARKIN. If I might just say one thing to my friend from
California. You are not going to get good cognitive skills teaching
to the point that we want in Head Start if you are going to keep
paying Head Start teachers as babysitters.

Secretary RILEY. That is true.

Senator HARKIN. If you are going to pay them at the rate of
babysitters, that is what you are going to get. Now if you want to
start getting cognitive skills—the big scam on Head Start is what
we are not paying the Head Start teachers.

Senator SPECTER. Secretary Shalala and Secretary Riley, Senator
Feinstein raises a very important question. And we have been in
conference on these figures, debating precisely the issues which
both Senator Feinstein and Senator Harkin have raised.

If you would—I think this is something we ought to pursue at
the staff level. This may even be a subject for a full blown hearing.
But let us pursue it at the staff level. And if you could supplement
your verbal answers in writing, we would appreciate it.

Senator Murray.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATTY MURRAY

Senator MURRAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And
thank you to all three of the cabinet members who are here today,
and I just personally thank you for all the work you have done on
behalf of so many children and families in this country in your
service. And I really do appreciate it.

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION FUNDING

Secretary Riley, let me begin with you. The chairman asked you
a question and a response in writing, but I really would like to
hear your opinion on the debate that we continue to have on
whether or not to focus targeted money on reducing our class sizes
by hiring additional teachers or whether or not just sending that
money out to schools to allow them to purchase books or pencils or
paper or computers or whatever their needs are.
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I do not think there is any doubt in anybody’s mind that there
are tremendous needs in our public schools for those kinds of
things. But what are the advantages of targeting it directly to hir-
ing additional teachers?

ROLE OF FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Secretary RILEY. Well, of course I look at the Federal role as
being one of support of the States and local schools, but with a na-
tional identification of a priority and a targeted effort. That is how
Federal programs are most effective, and that is the role as I see
it.

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION—USE OF PROGRAM FUNDS

We have as a goal for this Nation to get the class size of early
grades down to 15 to 18 pupils per teacher—and the research
shows that that works. It works in those grades. It works in the
eighth grade, in the twelfth grade, and on into college. It makes a
difference in a child’s education.

So by setting the national goal to do that—to reduce class size,
and that is a proposal that you have strongly supported, then we
have to move in that direction. If you then lump that in with a
block grant kind of approach, what you do is you take your eye off
the prize.

You take your eye off the focus, your eye off the national goal in
this country of saying that all children will have a relatively small
classroom in those early grades with a teacher well qualified to
teach reading.

So I am very much in opposition to lumping national goals, na-
tional focus, in with a number of other things. You have no way
for accountability. There is no way you can look at how well it is
working, if people have all kinds of options.

Now I think within a program, there should be enormous flexi-
bility. In the Federal Government, of course, under the proposal
that you and I have supported, they do not pick the teachers, they
do not decide what classes to do what in. It simply is a Federal pri-
ority targeted for that direction. And that is what makes a dif-
ference. And you can look at it in the future, see if it’s working,
or if it is not, determine why.

CLASS SIZE AND SCHOOL VIOLENCE

Senator MURRAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. And the
chairman asked about this issue of school violence. In talking to
the teachers who are now in classes of 15 or 16, they tell me spe-
cifically that they now can focus attention on young kids and have
them have that adult-child relationship that they believe will make
a difference on the issue of violence later on.

So if we do have that targeted approach, we will be able to follow
that more closely. And I appreciate your response.

EDUCATIONAL TRAINING AND WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Secretary Shalala, I have a question for you. I am hearing a lot
of anecdotal evidence in my State and elsewhere that many of the
community college programs that typically were filled with return-
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ing welfare-to-work mothers, nursing programs, things like that,
are empty this year. Enrollments are way down. And a concern
that because education is no longer considered a—that you need
education as part of your welfare, that we have lost a lot of those
moms, young moms, either back home in perhaps an abusive situa-
ti(})ln that they cannot get out of or in jobs that are going to go no-
where.

Are you hearing this at your level as well? And I really would
like to hear from Secretary Herman and even Secretary Riley on
this, because both of you mentioned the disparity in people who are
able to go to college and in the disparity in the workforce between
those who are able to get into higher paying jobs and not.

And I am worried about this component of those welfare-to-work
moms, if they are not getting into programs in our colleges that
will help them get into those higher paid jobs.

Secretary SHALALA. Senator Murray, when the welfare bill was
written, it left to the States the decision about whether full-time
college attendance could be integrated, and you would not lose the
2-year time frame. So those decisions were left to the State, as op-
posed to something that was automatic.

The vast majority of college students in this country are now
going part time. That is, they are working and going to school. And
while that is a particularly heavy burden for young moms and for
people coming from welfare to work, the fact is that in their own
neighborhoods, in the houses next to them, are people who are
combining work and going to school.

And T just think the States have struggled with this issue. Is it
fair to allow a small group of people, because they came through
the welfare system, to go to school full time and be subsidized by
the welfare system as an investment in their long-term earning po-
tential versus people who live next door to them that have chosen
to go directly into dead end jobs, but at the same time go to school
part?time to help increase their earning power over a period of
time?

There are numerous programs which Secretary Herman can out-
line that are available for people to combine the two or that they
can get into. But the States addressing the issue of fundamental
fairness, some States have struggled with it and said, yes, you can
go to a 2-year community college. Other States have said, well,
maybe for certain people a 4-year program in nursing, for example.

I fought the State of New York, when I ran Hunter College, try-
ing to get them to allow welfare, former welfare, recipients to stay
in 4-year nursing programs because my belief was that their earn-
ing power at the end would be substantially better. But I do under-
stand the fairness problem, because at that institution were people
from the same neighborhoods, with the same socioeconomic back-
grounds that were combining the two and killing themselves in the
process for doing that.

Senator MURRAY. Well, if nobody

Secretary SHALALA. So I think the States have

Senator MURRAY [continuing]. Is in our nursing programs, then
we do have a problem.

Secretary SHALALA. Right. And nursing programs are a par-
ticular problem, because it is hard to do them part time. There are
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a set of programs, physical therapy, nursing, where it is a par-
ticular problem because it is hard to do those programs part time.
You can do a 2-year program part time often, a certification pro-
gram, but it is hard to do a 4-year program part time.

So the States can make the decision to allow someone to do it,
and many of them have struggled with the decision. We do not
have a national standard that we can impose. Congress
specifically

Senator SPECTER. Senator Murray, would you like that answer
amplified for the record? Because we are going to have to move on.

Senator MURRAY. I would. I know Secretary Herman, if she could
just comment in a 10-second time frame, I would like to hear what
she has to say.

Senator SPECTER. Take 10 seconds, Secretary Herman.

Secretary HERMAN. I think Welfare-to-Work had unintended con-
sequences in regard to educational opportunities. We did amend
that last year to allow vocational education and job training for up
to 6 months. And we are making further progress.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much.

Thank you very much, Senator Murray.

Senator Reid.

Senator REID. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I am wondering if—in the audience is Dr. Koplan. I wonder if he
could respond to some questions. He is head of the Centers for Dis-
ease Control.

Senator SPECTER. Well, we had planned to call him at the conclu-
sion (i)f this panel. But if you want to do that in your 5-minute
round——

Senator REID. That would be great.

Senator SPECTER [continuing]. We would do that.

Wait just a minute, though.

We have asked Dr. Jeffrey Koplan to be present at this panel
today. And I had, as I stated, planned to call him at the conclusion
of this round. But to accommodate Senator Reid on his schedule,
we will move to Dr. Koplan at the present time.

We have written Dr. Koplan, and he has responded. And those
letters will be made a part of the record concerning expenditures
made at the Center for Disease Control, which are at variance with
what the congressional authorizations were, congressional appro-
priations.

With that, Senator Reid, you can begin your round of ques-
tioning.

DR. WILLIAM BELLINI’S STATEMENT

Senator REID. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. You, as
usual, are right on line. I was greatly disturbed to read a quote
earlier this month in newspapers all around the country, in The
Washington Post particularly, when one of Dr. Koplan’s staff mem-
bers, a Dr. William Bellini, who is in charge of the measles pro-
gram, told the inspector general, and I quote, “It’s a bigger crime
to follow Congress’s direction than to spend money where science
dictates,” end of quote.

This is the basis for a very troubling thing. In the mid-1980s, Mr.
Chairman, in Lake Tahoe, a series of people came down with a dis-
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ease that was then known as Epstein Barr syndrome that is now
is chronic fatigue syndrome. Under the good auspices of this com-
mittee, we were able to get some money to specifically study that
disease.

We were very disappointed to learn that that money was spent
for something else, because they thought it could be better spent
on something else. If it were only Epstein Barr that money has not
been spent properly for, maybe we could say that was a mistake.
But now we learn that the Hanta virus, money that was set aside
for that, which is also a western United States disease where peo-
ple are dying as a result of this disease, who are being exposed to
something, we believe, dealing with rats. We are not too sure.

And then I have been getting mail the last few days, Lyme dis-
ease, the same thing. You know, we have report language, and it
is ignored on many occasions. But when we appropriate money for
a specific program, that is the program it should be spent on. And
words cannot describe how disappointed I am.

I have people all over the country that are writing to me that
have been extremely sick. And this is not just Congress coming up
with this. We have had the Inspector General look at this, and he
acknowledges that they are spending money on programs other
than what it was dictated for.

So, Dr. Koplan, as I say, I just think this is outlandish. And I
think the excuses that we have from your department are not very
good. I appreciate the apology. You in writing apologized. But the
answers that we have are just very, very bad.

I recently received an employee, who, if their name were dis-
closed, would of course get fired. But they have sent me a batch
of stuff, which I have sent on to the inspector general, where this
is going on in the Centers for Disease Control.

I do not know how to say this, but a stop has to be put to this.
It is very, very difficult. It took me more than 10 years to get spe-
cific money for this Epstein Barr program. And then to have your
office, your department, spend it on something else, and then we
learn later it is Hanta virus, it is Lyme disease, we do not know
what else.

How do you respond to this? And I would also like to know how
in the world can you have somebody working for you that in effect
spits in Congress’s face, William Bellini, who says, “It’s a bigger
crime to follow Congress’s direction than to spend money where
science dictates.”

[The information follows:]

QUOTE FROM THE WASHINGTON POST

The comments at the hearing, drawn from a Washington Post article, were inac-
curately attributed to Dr. William Bellini, a Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention employee.

Secretary SHALALA. Senator, if I might——

Senator REID. I asked the questions, Ms. Secretary, to Dr.
Koplan.

Dr. KOoPLAN. Senator Reid, thanks for giving me the opportunity
to respond to this. First of all, let me answer your last question
first, which is that we have 8,000 employees, and the sentiments
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that you just expressed, that one of them was quoted as saying, are
antithetical to my own beliefs and opinion.

As Director of CDC, I can tell you that the vast majority of our
staff, and all of our senior managers and decision makers believe
strongly in following the directions of Congress, the budgetary di-
rections of Congress and congressional intent. And that has been
made clear to our staff top to bottom. And I strongly believe that,
and I cannot emphasize it enough to you.

Individual quotes, certain individuals in the institution do not
speak for the institutional as a whole.

Senator REID. Do we just let that go? Is there anything in his
record? Do we let it—is he just down there drawing his merit pay
with this?

Dr. KopLAN. I do not know the individuals involved in detail.

Senator REID. But do you not think that should be flagged and
take a look at this? I mean, this does not speak well of the Centers
for Disease Control.

Dr. KoprLAN. All of our staff have been told by me——

Senator REID. I want to know what——

Dr. KopLAN. Might I finish, Senator?

Senator SPECTER. Senator Reid. Senator Reid, let him finish his
answer.

Dr. KoPLAN. All of our staff have been told in very clear terms
what the relationship with Congress is, how I view the importance
of that, and what our responsibilities and obligations are, both the
Congress and the American public. And the type of attitude you
just described is not tolerated in what we do.

We have put in place

Senator REID. OK. Not tolerated. What has happened to Bellini?
Nothing?

Dr. KopLAN. I cannot describe personnel actions toward individ-
uals, but I believe individuals are still allowed to express them-
selves on a wide variety of topics that I cannot necessarily tell
them what to think.

That is not an attitude or an expression of opinion that is likely
to encourage someone to take any more management responsibility
or have any policy options within our organization.

By the same token, I have not had a chance to speak to this indi-
vidual. I do not know what he was saying in general. And I do not
know where the quote comes from.

Senator REID. I told you.

Senator SPECTER. Senator Reid. Senator Reid, let us come back
to this. Senator Craig has been waiting.

We are going to take it up, and we will have another round in
a moment or two.

Senator Craig.

Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I came here to listen. I am in-
trigued by what Senator Reid is saying. If you can trust the Center
for Disease Control, nearly every agency—not every agency. A good
many agencies I work with more dominantly than I do these——

Senator REID. If the Senator would yield, I heard the Senator
dealing the Forest Service a week ago, the same situation.

Senator CRAIG. Last year it was %400 million there, and they do
not come back to their authorizing committees to get reauthoriza-
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tion. They just reprogram. And that is very frustrating to a Con-
gress that oftentimes directs very specifically where the money
should be spent.

Now there are ways to reprogram money. You come back to the
authorizing committees, and you get the consent of Congress to do
so. Somehow in this administration we have had a real problem at
times. But I am not singling out any one of these secretaries. When
I say that, I am saying that in a generic form.

And, you know, as a member of the Appropriations Committee,
we only know how to get tougher by firewalling and
straightjacketing. And that does not offer the flexibility that some-
times is necessary. But I do not blame the Senator for being frus-
trated. There is clear evidence of those kinds of remarks and atti-
tudes.

Senator HARKIN. Would the Senator just yield for a second? I
think the Senator may have just misspoke. Reprogramming comes
to the appropriating.

Senator CRAIG. You are correct. Reprogramming comes to the ap-
propriating committees. But oftentimes, reprogramming, if it is sig-
nificant enough, the appropriating chairman also consults with the
authorizing chairman, which is wise and responsible to do when it
comes to significant changes in direction that have happened. That
is what I am suggesting.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Senator Craig.

Let us proceed with Dr. Koplan, since Senator Reid has brought
it up. And we will conclude this. We do have some other questions
for secretaries.

Dr. Koplan, the difficulty arises in part from the fact that there
had also been misstatements by the Center for Disease Control as
to the chronic fatigue syndrome research program, where funds
were allocated in a different way, so that it appears to be a repet-
itive problem.

Senator Reid has pressed you about Mr. Bellini’s statement. Had
you heard that before Senator Reid raised it with you this morn-
ing?

Dr. KopPLAN. I have not heard Mr. Bellini’s statement before. No.

Senator SPECTER. You had not heard about it before today?

Dr. KorpLAN. We had an inspector general’s report that was deliv-
ered to me in May. There were background paperwork to that re-
port that an inspector general’s office did not provide me with. And
I believe some of the quotes that are being provided are from back-
ground documents that I had not seen.

Senator SPECTER. But your statement to the subcommittee is you
had not heard about what Mr. Bellini had said prior to the time
Senator Reid brought it up this morning.

Dr. KopLAN. I had not heard Mr. Bellini’s quote.

Senator SPECTER. All right. Well, that is—first of all, we ought
to make the determination as to whether it is true that he in fact
did say it. And if we make that determination, then I think there
ought to be an investigation by you in the first instance, Dr.
Koplan, as head of the Centers for Disease Control, to see what an
explanation would be, if we determine the statement was made.



60

When you deal with this sort of a statement, you have a poten-
tial violation of the Penal Code Section 1001, a false official state-
ment. And we do not want to start to deal with that. But there is
a high level of concern, really anger, in the Congress about what
has happened here.

Dr. KoPLAN. Chairman Specter, I share it. I share that concern.
And the institution, CDC, and myself as responsible, erred in both
reallocating funds and in not reporting it and not having appro-
priate discussions with the folks who we are dependent on for our
well-being and for your trust. We have made a mistake. That mis-
take seems to be larger than just one unit.

And because of that, we have put in place recently I think strong
measures to address it and to address it across the whole institu-
tSiﬁni \lNe have done several of them in partnership with Secretary

alala.

OIG REPORT

Senator SPECTER. Have you inquired of the inspector general,
who made the report, what the details were, so you would be in a
position to answer?

Dr. KoPLAN. The inspector general presented me with a report
last May.

Senator SPECTER. You have already said that. My question is:
Have you inquired of them to find out more?

Dr. KopLAN. We met with them. They gave us a set of rec-
ommendations to put in place. We put those in place and went sev-
eral steps further in putting into place recommendations.

Senator SPECTER. Let me come back to my question, which you
still have not addressed. Did you inquire of them as to what other
information they had? You said they submitted a report. You said
you met with them, and you put more steps into play. But have
you found the details of their investigation? Have you said to the
in?spector general, tell us all you found here, so we can deal with
it?

Dr. KorLAN. We asked for all they had found, and they gave us
that set with recommendations. They did not provide us with back-
ground material, which they normally do not supply to agencies; in
other words, interviews they do with everyone who they met with.

Senator SPECTER. Did you ask for that?

Dr. KoprLAN. No, we did not ask for it.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I suggest that you do that. I would sug-
gest you make the inquiries.

What assurances are you in a position to give that this problem
is going to be corrected in a forceful way?

Dr. KoPLAN. Thank you. One, we are working with the depart-
ment. The Department is placing a financial officer to provide over-
sight for our Center for Infectious Disease expenditures. That is
the larger unit in which Hantavirus and chronic fatigue syndrome
sits.

Senator SPECTER. Are there any items besides those two where
you have knowledge that there has been misstatements by the
Centers for Disease Control?

Dr. KoPLAN. There are no items besides those two in which I be-
lieve there are misstatements. But we are putting in place a sys-
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tem that is going to look broadly throughout the agency, including
a management review of all of CDC’s budgetary practices, to look
everywhere and try to uncover it.

Senator SPECTER. Have you taken any disciplinary action against
anybody who made a false report?

Dr. KoPLAN. I have reassigned a senior official in our Division
of Virology and put new leadership in the Division of Virology.

Senator SPECTER. Anything beyond the reassignment?

Dr. KoPLAN. Reassignment is a pretty strong action in our insti-
tution.

Senator SPECTER. Well, sir, my question was: Anything beyond
a reassignment?

Dr. KopLAN. No.

Senator SPECTER. Just one individual, one reassignment.

Dr. KopLAN. That is correct.

Senator SPECTER. Is that individual the only one who has been
determined to have made a false statement?

Dr. KoPLAN. I am not sure that individual has made a false
statement. That individual was reassigned to assume other duties
to

Senator SPECTER. OK. Why did you make a reassignment of that
individual?

Dr. KopPLAN. I think there are other duties to which he is better
suited. And we can make more improvements in the division for
which he was responsible and

Senator SPECTER. So that reassignment is not related to the false
statements.

Dr. KOPLAN. I am not sure of the false statements you are refer-
ring to, sir.

Secretary SHALALA. Senator Specter.

Senator SPECTER. I want to finish this. I want to finish this.

Have you made a determination as to any employees at CDC
who made false reports relating to these two items, chronic fatigue
syndrome and Hantavirus?

Dr. KopPLAN. There have been disciplinary actions taken at CDC
to personnel.

Senator SPECTER. How many for false statements made with re-
spect to Hantavirus and chronic fatigue syndrome?

Secretary SHALALA. Senator Specter, we have a privacy issue
here, if we might take a break and talk to you privately about what
we can say on the record.

Senator SPECTER. Well, is there a privacy issue, Madame Sec-
retary, if names are not named?

Secretary SHALALA. Yes.

Senator SPECTER. Why?

Secretary SHALALA. Because anything that could lead to the indi-
viduals—you are the lawyer. But I certainly would like to discuss
this, not on the record, before the director of the CDC responds to
that.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I do not see a privacy issue in the ab-
sence of any specified person being identified or a category which
could lead to the identification. But at your request, we will take
a brief recess.
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Let us step into the back room, Madame Secretary, Dr. Koplan,
Senator Reid.

Senator HARKIN. I think I am next. I just might say that I have
looked at this issue, too. And I am equally upset about it as just
about anybody else could be. And I think I have looked into it in-
depth. I would just like to state for the record that I have met with
Dr. Koplan both here and in Atlanta about this issue.

It goes without saying that people should follow the intent of
Congress. I can somehow see how this thing transpired. I do not
know that anyone made intentionally false statements.

I think the budget office responded to a question asked by Con-
gressman Porter, I think, using what knowledge they had at the
time of what was done. I do not think that the budget office—this
is my own opinion—really had the information about what had
happened to the funds.

I am not—I do not want to sit here and go on with this thing
that somebody made false statements. I do not know that that is
so. And from my look at it, I do not believe that is so. I believe
statements were made based upon the best information that people
had at the time when they made that statement. That is not inten-
tionally making a false statement. I want to make that clear.

Second, I think what maybe Secretary Shalala said earlier about
being out of sight, out of mind, I really do believe that whereas we
have in the past continually worked with NIH as to how they are
spending the money that we give them, and we do not earmark,
but a lot of times we make our intentions known about where Con-
gress wants to move, whether it is in AIDS, Ryan White type of
initiatives, or whether it is in breast cancer research, a myriad of
things that we give congressional intent.

We are constantly—you do it, Mr. Chairman. I did it before,
when I was chairman. We constantly have them up here to tell us
what they are doing and how they are proceeding. And I would say
even myself, when I was ranking on this, I did not bring CDC up
here to talk to them. They were down there doing their thing.

And T just think that perhaps we need a new relationship with
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, to keep a closer
working relationship on exactly how this money is going out and
what they are doing and how they are operating.

I talked with Dr. Koplan about what had happened down there
and the reassignment of certain individuals. I had not heard the
statement before either. This is the first time I had heard that
statement. And I obviously need to know more about whether it is
so and how it was said and that kind of thing before we can take
action on it.

But from what I have heard from Dr. Koplan, I am reasonably
assured that steps have been taken on their end to correct this and
make sure it does not happen again. I think what we do, what we
have to do here as appropriators, I believe, is to establish a closer
type of a working relationship with CDC and to have them up here
more often to talk about where we are investing this money and
what the intent of Congress is.

But I think this is a two-way street. You had that relationship
with NIH. I just do not think we have had it with the CDC.
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Senator SPECTER. Well, thank you, Senator Harkin. I do not
know if there has been a false statement made either here. But
when Dr. Koplan testifies that one person has been reassigned and
that that is not related to a false statement, but for efficiency, that
is really not—that is really beside the point of the question.

And then he said there has been disciplinary action taken. With
the record of the Center for Disease Control and the very substan-
tial sums involved here, my sense is that this subcommittee has a
duty to inquire and to find out what has happened.

We are going to respect privacy. The questions asked of Dr.
Koplan did not go to any individual or any category of individual,
but just to find out if there had been a report of falsification and,
if so, whether it was determined to be true or false and, if so, what
action was taken.

But when Secretary Shalala wants a session off the record, we
will do that. Let us do that promptly, because we are going to have
to conclude this hearing in the course of the next 10 minutes.

Do you want to step back, Secretary Shalala, Dr. Koplan.

Senator SPECTER. The subcommittee will resume.

We had allocated 2 hours for this hearing. And I am scheduled
to meet with the House leadership at 11:30 to see what the funding
is going to be for this subcommittee.

We are working far in advance of the October sessions on that
with my purpose being to try to see if we cannot get adequate fund-
ing for these three departments.

Secretary Shalala has raised a question about the Privacy Act,
and I have grave reservations as to its applicability in this situa-
tion. But we will pursue it to see if there is a basis for it. And we
will proceed to work with Secretary Shalala and Dr. Koplan on pri-
vate meetings and then make a determination as to what further
hearings are needed.

My sense is that on a matter of this sort, there is public interest
and a right to know, and that this incident could have very sub-
stantial therapy for other branches of government. I do not know
what the facts are, whether there has been any violation or wheth-
er there is any implication of 18 U.S. Code 101. We have to make
that determination.

But in view of the time and in view of the request, we will do
that privately. And we will report publicly what our findings are.
And to repeat, if there is a necessity for a public hearing, we will
reconvene.

Let me turn now to Senator Cochran.

DELTA REGIONAL AUTHORITY

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I came
over to urge the secretaries to look at the Delta Regional Authority
proposal the President has made. Yesterday they had a meeting at
the White House with governors from the States that are involved.

And in each of these instances, I think there are significant roles
that can be played by these three departments in this undertaking,
without really using any of the proposed spending to establish a
new Federal agency.

This authority, in my judgment, may or may not be needed in
the context that is being proposed, if we use the resources that we
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have and some of the existing programs, like Job Corps, where we
can train people who need jobs. We have a growing economy all
over the country, but it is growing much slower. And in some
places, it is negative, for example in the Mississippi Delta and in
the lower Mississippi River Valley region.

But in education, we have teacher training programs. Delta State
University has a $1.5 million appropriation that this committee ap-
proved last year. There are more parts to this training and upgrad-
ing of skills, of teachers, recruiting people, a superintendents train-
ing program that has been proposed as a part of this program that
has not been funded.

We think that if you could go back and take a look at some of
the proposals that places like Delta State University, Mississippi
Valley State University, Alcorn State University—those are all in
my State—but the community colleges, too, can play a major role,
if we give them a little extra money. They have the know-how.
They know what the problems are.

And I think we are missing the bet, if we divert attention from
some of the existing resources that we have, like Job Corps, teach-
er training programs and the rest, and in the rural health centers,
to be sure that we have an infrastructure there.

RURAL HEALTH CENTERS IN THE DELTA REGION

We have introduced legislation this week to double the appro-
priation over the next 5 years for rural health centers. They have
done a very effective, cost-effective, job. We hope the administra-
tion can support this increase in funding that Senator Bond and I
and others are sponsoring here in the Senate.

So I do not have any real questions. I have some, but I am not
going to ask them, because we are out of time. But I just wanted
to let you know what my highest priority was this morning for dis-
cussion with you.

So we appreciate you being here and look forward to working
with you on these and other issues as we go through this next fis-
cal year. Thank you very much.

Secretary RILEY. Mr. Chairman, if I might respond to the com-
ment. And I thank you for it. As you know, I was in Mississippi
last week and got over into the Delta Region and went to Delta
State University and I also was in the Cleveland area. And I
strongly support the tenor of your remarks. I was there. I talked
to a lot of school people and parents, higher education people.

I did the same thing in Iowa a couple of weeks ago and saw in
those rural areas—one little school district in Mississippi even told
me they had 17,000 people in the district, and they had lost some-
thing like 1,000 jobs over the last couple of years.

And then we have a program that they very much want to use,
like Gear Up to connect up colleges with these struggling middle
schools, and yet it calls for a match, which is a very legitimate
thing for it to do. But they say they have no way of participating.
They do not have any money for the program match requirement.

In this school construction thing, where we do have resources for
some grants in those very needy areas, they cannot support a
school bond issue. And so I think it is good for all of us to get out
and see the kind of thing you are talking about. Those people are
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working so hard in the Delta Region, and I was very proud to be
there with them.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Senator Cochran.

YOUTH SAFETY AND HEALTH QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

There will be more questions submitted for the record. Senator
Campbell and Senator Domenici made specific requests. And I
would like the observations of all three of you in writing on what
we ought to be looking toward on movies, television and video
games, an enormously sensitive subject. And in structuring our
program against youth violence, we have deliberately not moved in
the direction that everybody pummels, but have treated this as a
national health problem, very much as Dr. Koop suggested years
%glo, putting it under the Surgeon General, so he has the responsi-

ility.

And I have asked each of you to let me know who your point per-
sons will be, because this subcommittee intends to conduct exten-
sive oversight, really working with you, as we started to do last
year, but give our views on the subject and interact, so we can
make more money available to you or make more reallocations or
get the legislative branch in with our power of the purse to help
out on that.

STEM CELL RESEARCH AND DIABETES

We are going to ask you some questions on stem cells. There is
a report today about some phenomenal new advances on mice and
diabetes. We had a postponement hearing on that subject that Sen-
ator Lott has agreed to bring that subject up as a free-standing bill,
very important medical research. And we are going to do our best
to come to grips with these budget issues.

Senator Stevens came and told you that the money was not there
for what you have asked for. And that is a prevailing view. When
you have a total budget of $622 billion, it pushes up, aside from
the Balanced Budget Act and the caps, which we are going to have
to act on one way or another, you do have the issue. Nobody wants
to invade the Social Security surplus. So that is a limit that nobody
is going to transgress.

But we are going to work with you and try to see to it that you
are adequately funded. I think you were last year, and we are
going to try to the good job for America this year, with your co-
operation. Thank you all very much.

I will insert a statement from Senator Gorton for the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR SLADE GORTON

For decades now, Washington, D.C. has taken almost complete responsibility from
local communities for how our schools should be run. Over the past few years, I've
visited perhaps over 100 schools and listened to countless numbers of parents,
teachers and principals, and they almost universally agree that it’s time for Con-
gress and the President to restore the authority local communities once had to make
decisions for their local schools.

Last year I proposed, along with Mr. Goodling in the House, the Academic
Achievement for All Act, also known as Straight A’s. This bill is based on the simple
premise that in exchange for a significant increase in flexibility states and school
districts would be held to a higher standard of accountability. Under my proposal,
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states would have the option of submitting a charter proposal that would set specific
and measurable performance goals to reach by the end of five years. If approved,
states would be allowed to use any of their regular Federal K-12 formula program
funds for state education priorities and programs, in exchange for being held ac-
countable for meeting their goals. States would be free to combine their federal
funds from multiple programs to more effectively address the needs of students in
their state. Alternatively, states would be free to administer Federal education pro-
grams the old way—Straight A’s does not eliminate any program. It’s the state’s
choice of which approach to use.

What this means for states and school districts is that they can use federal funds
for any initiative that improves performance of students in your state. States that
choose to participate can focus more funds on disadvantaged students, increase ef-
forts to improve teacher quality, reduce class size or even hook up all their classes
to the Internet. The one string is that these efforts must increase the achievement
of all students—including the lowest performing students—over the course of five
years.

If states do not substantially meet those goals, they would lose their Straight A’s
status, and revert to the categorical, regulated approach under current law. If states
do well and significantly reduce achievement gaps between high and low performing
students, they will be rewarded with additional funds.

Finally, school districts would not lose any Title I funding. If Title I, Part A ($8
billion program for educationally disadvantaged children) is included by a state,
each school district in the state would be assured of receiving at least as much
money as they received in the preceding fiscal year.

I've received a good deal of feedback from my constituents on my proposal, and
a great deal of it has been positive. They do not shy away from being held strictly
accountable for the academic success of all children if they are freed from the myr-
iad of rules and regulations imposed on them by the federal government. Mr. Sec-
retary, tomorrow the Senate education committee will take a closer look at reau-
thorizing ESEA and included in the package is Straight A’s.

The very fact that Straight A’s is being adopted into any ESEA reform bill sends
a dramatically different message to state and local school districts across the coun-
try. For the past 35 years, we have consistently told our local educators that “D.C.
is in charge of running schools across the country.” Now, as the education debate
gets underway, we are going against the grain by trusting our state and local edu-
cation officials to do what they think is best for our children. I ask you to back me
in that endeavor and put your trust behind our teachers, rather than D.C. bureau-
crats.

All children can learn, and they will do so only because of the dedication and hard
work of those who know their names, not because those of us in Washington, D.C.,
create a number of new programs with good intentions. Mr. Secretary, I urge you
to seriously consider the merits of the Straight A’s proposal and support funding pri-
orities that provide those who know our children best—their parents, teachers, prin-
cipals, superintendents, and school board members—with the flexibility they need
to educate our children.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much. There will be some ad-
ditional questions which will be submitted for your response in the
record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KAYE BAILEY HUTCHISON
BONUS INCENTIVE ACT

Question. Madam Secretary, as you know, the Senate recently passed legislation
I introduced, the Bonus Incentive Act, which will allow employers to pay their hour-
ly wage employees performance-based bonuses, without the unnecessary and bur-
densome need to go back and recalculate the employee’s overtime pay. Typically,
this results in very small changes to overtime pay, while it clearly discourages thou-
sands of American businesses from paying their employees bonuses. One estimate
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is that if my bill passed, it could mean an average increase to an hourly worker
of %1,000 per year in bonus pay. Do you support this legislation, and if not, why
not?

Answer. The Bonus Incentive Act was attached to a provision to increase the min-
imum wage in an amendment to the Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999 and passed
by the Senate in February. This measure would amend the Fair Labor Standards
Act (FLSA) to exclude from the definition of “regular rate”—the basis for calculating
overtime premium pay (time-and-a-half-pay)—any payments made to reward em-
ployees for meeting or exceeding productivity, quality, efficiency, or sales goals, i.e.,
the additional compensation provided through gainsharing plans, incentive bonuses,
commissions, or other performance contingent bonus plans.

The Department strongly opposes this amendment. If enacted, it would substan-
tially reverse the FLSA’s long-standing overtime policy and drastically weaken ex-
isting protections for workers to receive true time-and-a-half overtime premium pay.
These requirements, which have been in place for over 60 years, provide vital work-
er protections that discourage employers from working their employees excessively
long hours and ensure fair compensation to those who bear the burden of working
extended hours.

This bill would not guarantee workers the right to receive incentive compensation
for any additional hours they work and therefore, does not ensure that workers—
who may have to work excessively long hours for their employers—will ever share
in any of their employer’s gains. The amendment would, however, allow an employer
to pay artificially low hourly wages and structure its compensation system on newly
“excludable” bonus pay. Such a compensation structure would enable the employer
to effectively transfer much of its business risk directly to its employees. The work-
ers’ only rights would be overtime pay at time-and-a-half a reduced hourly wage—
not their true wage.

Moreover, the amendment would encourage employers to require employees to
work longer hours at lower earnings, directly contrary to the statute’s original in-
tent-to limit the detrimental impact that long work hours can have on the health,
efficiency and general well-being of workers and their families. The Administration’s
Statement of Policy on November 8, 1999 regarding the Bankruptcy Reform Act of
1999 reiterates the President’s position in stating that if Congress sends him a bill
“delaying the [minimum wage] increase, repealing overtime protections for certain
workers, adding costly and unnecessary tax cuts . . ., he will veto it.” In considering
identical legislation in the House (H.R. 1381, the Rewarding Performance in Com-
pensation Act) I advised Chairmen Ballenger and Goodling that I would recommend
that the President veto the legislation because it is contrary to the best interest of
this Nation’s working men and women.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
NATIONAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH ACADEMY

Question. What amount of revenues did the Academy receive for the use of its fa-
cilities by mining officials from foreign nations for fiscal year 1998, fiscal year 1999,
fiscal year 2000, and the projected amount for fiscal year 2001?

Answer. The training facilities of the National Mine Health and Safety Academy
are used to promote international mine safety and health through training and ex-
change of information and techniques. Because of the mutual benefit of exchanging
health and safety information with other nations, we have waived food and lodging
fees for international groups that have been invited to participate in MSHA training
programs. No change is anticipated for fiscal year 2001. The sponsoring country
pays travel costs to and from the Academy.

Question. What were the staffing levels at the Academy for those same years?

Answer. Staffing levels at the Academy have remained relatively constant in re-
cent years. For the years in question, they are:

Fiscal year 1998—63 FTE

Fiscal year 1999—65 FTE

Fiscal year 2000—66 FTE

Fiscal year 2001—66 FTE (est.)

Question. Has the training provided by the Academy to mining officials from for-
eign nations led to a reduced number of mine-related deaths in those countries?
What countries benefitted most from this training?

Answer. Since 1998, the Academy has trained mine inspectors and mining offi-
cials from South Africa, Hungary, Poland, Peru, Malaysia, Australia, Mexico, the
Ukraine, Croatia, Russia, and Thailand. In addition, the Academy has hosted a
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number of international mine rescue teams, including those from Russia, Poland,
and the Ukraine.

The following information reflects the actual and estimated number of mining offi-
cials from foreign nations trained or provided training guidance at the Academy
during fiscal years 1998 through 2001:

Fiscal year 1998—59

Fiscal year 1999—83

Fiscal year 2000—124 (est., with 32 to date)

Fiscal year 2001—250 (est.)

Both MSHA and the visiting officials recognize the value of sharing technical ex-
pertise to reduce hazards in the mine industry. Training and materials provided to
these delegations give the international delegations a basis to make improvements
in health and safety conditions in their respective countries. Generally, improve-
ments in the reduction of mining-related accidents are realized over extended peri-
ods.

At this time, there are no statistics available to indicate the degree to which this
training has affected miners’ health and safety in the individual countries. There
is, however, anecdotal evidence that suggests that it has led to some improvements
in participating countries. For example, following the March 2000 methane explo-
sion in the Ukraine, we received a letter from the Ministry of Labor and Social Pol-
icy requesting assistance from MSHA in developing health and safety programs. Ad-
ditionally, the letter stated that they attributed their improvements in mining safe-
ty during 1999 to the assistance and support provided by MSHA (letter attached).

MINISTRY OF LABOR AND SOCIAL POLICY OF UKRAINE,
March 20, 2000.

Hon. STEVEN K. PIFER,
Ambassador of the United States of America,
Vul. Yuriya Kotsyubinskoho 10, Kiev, Ukraine.

DEAR AMBASSADOR PIFER: As you are aware, the coal industry of Ukraine has re-
cently experienced another unfortunate accident—this time at the Barakova Mine
that resulted in the death of eight-one coal miners, and seven more being injured.
During the past few days we have received many conveyances of sympathy and con-
cern from various U.S. governmental organizations, individuals, and friends. All of
this has been greatly appreciated.

This was the worst accident that the coal industry has experienced for over twen-
ty years, and it came after we had achieved a positive trend during 1999 in the
number of deaths and accidents in this industry. We attribute many of these posi-
tive results to the assistance and support that we have received from your Depart-
ment of Labor-Mine Health and Safety Administration (MSHA) during the past two
years under our Cooperative Agreement. This program has been instrumental in
raising the awareness of safety at our coal mines; it has greatly enhanced the effec-
tiveness of the Labor Safety Committee and the morale of its workers.

The purpose of my letter is humbling but very necessary under the current situa-
tion in Ukraine. The Labor Safety Committee requests your consideration and sup-
port in a program to help create a safer environment for the coal miners of Ukraine.
Specifically, we would be interested in joining with MSHA in developing a program
to address the following issues:

—raising awareness of coal miner safety by developing and presenting a training

program designed for Ukrainian mining conditions and practices,

—develop a program to use the Barakova Mine as a test case to demonstrate the
effectiveness in the utilization of rockdust to control excess underground dust.
The success of this program will result in the writing of new regulations that
will be implemented at all Ukrainian coal mines, and

—a method to improve communication during mine accident investigations.

We are aware that the resources of the U.S. Government are not unlimited, but
believe that a jointly developed program between MSHA, the Labor Safety Com-
mittee, and the Ministry of Fuel and Energy can be a cost effective method ti im-
prove the health and safety of our miners. Thank you for your consideration of this
vital issue.

Sincerely,
P. OVCHARENKO,
First Deputy Minister.

CONVENTION 176

Question. The General Conference of the International Labor Organization adopt-
ed Convention 176 on June 21, 1995, establishing minimum mine safety and health
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standards for the international community. Convention 176 was based on the Fed-
eral Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, and if ratified, the U.S. would be in full
compliance without the need for any further legislation. Would you please explain
the Administration’s position on Convention 176, and any externalities that could
result from its ratification.

Answer. The Administration strongly supports ratification of Convention 176. The
Convention recognizes the importance of preventing injuries and deaths in the min-
ing industry throughout the world. Widespread ratification of the Convention is in
our interest since it would help raise international standards to the same high level
reflected in our own law. U.S. ratification would reinforce the important role of the
ILO in developing effective labor standards for the global economy. The National
Mining Association and the United Mine Workers of America worked with the De-
partment of Labor in developing Convention 176, and both organizations support its
ratification.

Convention 176, as you indicated, is patterned after our own Federal Mine Safety
and Health Act of 1977 (Mine Act). Ratification therefore does not require any
change to U.S. mine safety and health law or regulation. This conclusion was
reached by the Tripartite Advisory Panel on International Labor Standards
(TAPILS), which carefully examined Convention 176, including its negotiating and
legislative history. TAPILS’ membership includes representatives of the Depart-
ments of Labor, Commerce, and State, the U.S. Council for International Business,
and the AFL-CIO.

The Mine Act is the foundation of the safety and health successes that we have
achieved in this country. The Mine Act, as well as its predecessor statute, the Fed-
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969, are universally regarded as critical
in having reduced the number and severity of mine explosions, mine fires, and other
catastrophic events in the mining industry in this country. In developing Convention
176, the U.S. Government, industry and labor agreed that the adoption and enforce-
ment of a common set of safety and health laws by the international community will
help ensure safe and healthful working conditions for miners throughout the world,
as Wlfll as help ensure that U.S. businesses can compete fairly in the world economic
market.

In recent years, the Department of Labors’ Mine Safety and Health Administra-
tion has provided mine safety and health assistance and advice to several countries.
These exchanges have made us even more firm in our conviction that establishing
uniform safety and health standards is essential for raising labor standards glob-
ally. Mining remains one of the most hazardous industries, both here and abroad.
In part due to inadequate health and safety standards, the human toll associated
with mining is particularly high in certain foreign countries. As recently as last
month (March), a methane explosion in the Ukraine resulted in the death of 80 coal
miners. According to reports, at least 274 miners were Kkilled in the Ukraine in
1999, and about 360 in 1998. Reports indicate that South African mines recorded
312 work-related deaths in 1999, and that mining accidents in China killed more
than 3,000 people in the first 9 months of that year.

Convention 176 has been ratified by 12 nations. The South African Parliament
agreed to ratification in December 1999, and is currently processing the procedural
papers needed for the International Labor Organization to officially recognize South
Africa as a ratifying country. We were extremely pleased that the U.S. Senate gave
its advice and consent to ratification of Convention 182, the Worst Forms of Child
Labor Convention in November 1999. Like ratification of Convention 182, U.S. adop-
tion of Convention 176 would reflect our commitment to work together with labor
and business interests to raise labor standards around the world.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL
WORKER ADJUSTMENT AND RETRAINING NOTIFICATION ACT

Question. Recently there have been plant closings in Wisconsin that have violated
the WARN Act. This act has several loopholes in it, however, and it does not allow
the Department of Labor to investigate or enforce the act. If the Department of
Labor had the authority to investigate and enforce the act, how many workers could
be helped and what would the possible impact be? How much funding would this
effort require of the DOL?

Answer. As part of the development of our dislocated worker consolidation bill in
1993, DOL conducted consultations on the possibility of amending WARN in the
areas of coverage and enforcement. No action was taken for a number of reasons,
including:
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—The concern that amendments might reopen issues and upset the fragile con-

sensus that produced the original statute, and

—The belief that coverage changes would have to be accompanied by agency en-

forcement in order to be effective and the cost of that enforcement, in both dol-
lars and Federal positions, would be great.

These factors have not changed. In fact, support for the Department’s role in en-
forcing labor laws and the positions and funds comprising that enforcement has be-
come an issue in cases where Federal law already assigns the Department these re-
sponsibilities.

Advance notice of layoff is a critical component for workers to begin the adjust-
ment process, and for the workforce system to provide the specialized assistance
needed by affected workers. The importance of early notification is recognized by the
Department.

The positive impact of DOL having enforcement authority would be in the number
of additional workers who receive advance notice of layoff. (This assumes that DOL
enforcement authority leads to greater employer compliance with WARN.) The De-
partment does not have data on the number of workers who should have received
notice under WARN, but did not.

To promote greater employer awareness of their obligations under WARN, the De-
partment is exploring a public information campaign and targeted outreach to em-
ployees, employers, and organized labor to (1) stress the employers’ obligations
under WARN, (2) encourage advance notice on a voluntary basis even when WARN
may not apply, and (3) encourage even earlier notification of impending layoffs and
closures than WARN requires.

Finally, WARN enforcement would require about 30 staff, including those in re-
gional offices, in a management unit in the national office, and in the Office of the
Solicitor, which would involve an estimated staffing cost of $3.3 million.

WORKFORCE INVESTMENT ACT IMPACT

Question. There is some concern that the Workforce Investment Act, which will
be fully implemented in Wisconsin in July, will already face a sunset in 2003, too
early to fairly judge if the new act is successful. What is the Department of Labor
doing to measure the Workforce Investment Act’s successes or shortcomings and will
the data be enough to get a clear picture?

Answer. The Department has contracted with Social Policy Research Associates
to conduct a process evaluation of WIA implementation. While there will be a lag
time for the receipt and analysis of the initial WIA performance data (including cus-
tomer satisfaction), the information will be instrumental in determining State and
local success in achieving the WIA reforms and the core measures. Our technical
assistance, discretionary grant investments, and performance incentive awards au-
thorized by WIA are targeted at expanding partnerships in the One-Stop delivery
system. In sum, our focus and resources are directed at assuring positive outcomes
for the customer—increased employment, retention, and earnings, increased occupa-
tional skill attainment, while meeting the needs of American employers in staying
globally competitive.

TRAVELING SALES CREW INDUSTRY

Question. As you know, I recently introduced legislation, S. 1989, to make it ille-
gal for young people under the age of 18 to participate in the traveling sales crew
industry. These sellers travel around the country and go sell products door-to-door.
In my state there was a tragic accident taking the lives of several sellers, many
under 18. Recently there was another accident in California that took the life of two
adults. All in all almost 40 people have been killed in this industry due to neg-
ligence and criminal behavior. I believe that this is no environment for a child to
be in and that it is too dangerous for minors. Does the Department of Labor agree
that the traveling sales crew industry presents a workplace safety problem?

Answer. Yes. Vehicle related incidents of all types are the number one killer of
young workers—accounting for 43 percent of fatalities for workers under the age of
18. When you also consider the dangers of peddling door-to-door in unfamiliar
neighborhoods, working long hours in strange surroundings, this industry is clearly
characterized by a number of serious occupational risks. The Senate Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations, in 1987, also documented problems of worker ex-
ploitation in the traveling door-to-door sales industry.

Question. Does the industry present an unacceptable risk for minors?

Answer. As you know, child labor is one of the Department’s top priorities. When
children work, they must do so safely and legally. The youth peddling industry, in
general, presents special hazards for young workers. Children as young as eight-
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years-old are recruited from poorer neighborhoods and transported by crew leaders
to unfamiliar locations to peddle candy and other consumer goods door-to-door, at
subway stops, and at shopping malls. We have been looking at the issue of commer-
cial youth peddling and the special hazards that this industry poses for young work-
ers. This past spring, the Department joined with the Interstate Labor Standards
Association and the National Child Labor Coalition to launch a public awareness
campaign to educate parents and young people about the dangers of the youth ped-
dling industry. We are also working with our State colleagues to coordinate enforce-
ment activities to protect children who are being exploited. And, we have sought and
obtained additional resources to undertake a thorough evaluation of the hazardous
occupations orders, which began last year through the National Institute for Occu-
pational Safety and Health.

As you know, we have been and will continue to assist you and Senator Harkin
in your efforts to address problems in this industry. As I have often stated, the De-
partment is committed to doing everything possible to ensure that the early work
experiences of our young workers are positive and safe, and do not interfere with
their primary occupations-as students.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATTY MURRAY
JOB TRAINING HIGHLIGHTS OF THE 2001 BUDGET REQUEST

Question. The President has requested a total of $2 billion to provide effective job
training assistance to those workers who are struggling to keep their skills current
in our changing global economy. Can you briefly highlight some of the President’s
initiatives in his fiscal year 2001 budget as well as the success of a new innovative
approach to job training in the 21st Century?

Answer. The 2001 budget includes $2 billion for the second year’s request for the
President’s Universal Reemployment initiative which will ensure that by 2004: (1)
all dislocated workers will have access to the training and employment services the
want and need; (2) that all unemployment insurance claimants who have been
profiled as unlikely to return to work quickly will get the reemployment services
they need to return to work; and (3) all Americans will have access to the informa-
tion and services of One-Stop Career Centers. This initiative will provide resources
to train for or find new jobs, expand and increase quality of employment services,
enhance services for individuals receiving unemployment compensation, and ensure
availability of the One Stop System, either personally or electronically.

The programs to be funded are increased by $275.5 million, as follows:

Dislocated Workers Employment and Training:

—Second year’s funding of the President’s Universal Reemployment Initiative.

—The request is $1.77 billion—an increase of $181.5 million over 2000.

—984,000 dislocated workers will be assisted under this initiative.

—Included in the request is $105,100,000 for Skill Shortages grants that will be
financed only if the Administration’s proposal for an employer user fee on the
permanent labor certification process is enacted. Upon enactment of the fee, a
budget amendment will be proposed reducing budget authority.

America’s Labor Market Information System (ALMIS):

—Component of the One-Stop Career Centers budget.

—ETA request is $154 millions for ALMIS, $44 million over 2000.

—The major components are: Core Employment Statistics; Universal Access for
Customers/Digital Divide Initiatives; Lifelong Learning and Earning; and Meas-
uring and Displaying Performance Information

—ALMIS Services and Products: Mobile One-Stop Vans; Nationwide Toll-Free
Number; America’s Job Bank, America’s Talent Bank; Occupation Network
(g*Netg; America’s Learning Exchange; Access America; Agricultural Network
(AgNet).

Reemployment Services Grants to States.—ETA requests $50 million to provide
reemp{?yment services to unemployment insurance claimants to help them return
to work.

I view this historic time of economic prosperity as an opportunity to address the
challenge of bringing skills, jobs and hope to individuals and communities that for
too long have been left behind. That is why our Budget not only proposes increases
in funding for some formula-funded Workforce Investment Act programs, but also
proposes several targeted initiatives for groups that we have not paid adequate at-
tention to in the past.

We have asked for an increase of $125 million for Youth Opportunity Grants to
address skills training and job placement in the poorest urban and rural areas and
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Indian reservations in America. I recently announced 36 of these grants. With this
first grant competition we were able to fund only about 25 percent of the eligible
communities that submitted applications. Over 160 communities put together the
broad partnerships and developed comprehensive plans for meeting the needs of this
target population. We had far more high quality applications than we could fund.
These additional dollars will allow us to reach about 20 additional communities .
We know that the needs were great in all the communities that applied and these
additional funds will take us a few steps closer to reaching these communities.

Responsible Reintegration for Young Offenders is a $75 million pilot and dem-
onstration initiative that will test new approaches to bring young offenders into the
workplace through job training and placement, and by creating partnerships be-
tween the criminal justice system and our workforce development system. We hope
that by developing models showing how we can work effectively with the criminal
justice system, we can expand services to this population through our State and
local grant programs.

Safe Schools/Healthy Students is an ongoing collaboration among the Depart-
ments of Education, Health and Human Services, and Justice to promote healthy
childhood development and to prevent school violence and the abuse of alcohol and
other drugs. We believe the Department of Labor has something to contribute to
this interagency initiative and have proposed $40 million so that we can join in this
initiative to enrich the connections among secondary and post-secondary schools, al-
ternative schools, out-of-school youth programs, and work-based learning. Some of
these funds will be used to assist in building the infrastructure of youth councils
under WIA.

Fathers Work/Families Win is a $255 million, two-part initiative that grows out
of the successful Welfare-to-Work program. Fathers Work will provide jobs for non-
custodial parents—mostly fathers—who owe child support. Families Win will help
low-income parents who are struggling to make ends meet by providing better ac-
cess to community services and upgrading job skills. These families often include
members who have been on welfare or may be at risk of going on welfare, but be-
cause they are employed, most have not received services under JTPA.

I view these initiatives as addressing some needs and target groups that our
workforce development system has not sufficiently dealt with in the past, and that
would not be addressed through our formula grants. For example, the youth formula
programs provide a relatively small amount of funds to every area in the country,
while Youth Opportunity Grants concentrate a large amount of funds in targeted
high-poverty urban, rural and Native American communities, exactly where the
need is the greatest.

With respect to job training in the 21st Century, I believe the Workforce Invest-
ment Act (WIA), which we are now implementing and which becomes fully effective
on July 1, 2000, offers us a new innovative approach. Under WIA, information and
access to training and other services will be provided through customer-focused One-
Stop Career Centers in each local area. Training will generally be provided through
the use of Individual Training Accounts, and clients of the Workforce Investment
System will be provided information on the past performance of training providers
to help them make career choices. The new WIA system will be accountability-driv-
en and all training providers must be certified. The Workforce Investment Act also
provides the authority for a state of the art, quality information system that helps
American workers and companies navigate the labor market and exercise informed
choice in their workforce decisions. Together, these new tools will help us respond
to the demands of the changing global economy.

PAY EQUITY

Question. In his State of the Union Address, President Clinton highlighted the
issue of pay equity or pay inequity for women. We all realize this is an important
issue of fairness, however, pay inequity for many women plagues them well beyond
their working life. More women live in poverty after the age of 65 and single women
over 65 are at a much higher risk of living in poverty. How does addressing pay
equity for women during their working life impact their economic status after the
age of 65?7 In addition, isn’t pay equity really a family issue, not just a women’s
issue? What impact does bridging the salary gap between men and women in the
workplace have on the family?

Answer. We recognize that pay inequity is not just about pay—it is also about
benefits. And although the pay and pension gap between men and women has been
narrowing, we know we must work hard to reduce it further—and to someday see
equal employment opportunity and pension equity for all.
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On average, women who work full-time earn only about 75 cents for every dollar
that a man earns. Less than 40 percent of all working women in the private sector
are covered by a pension (compared to 46 percent of men). Only 32 percent of cur-
rent female retirees receive a pension (compared to 55 percent of men). Recent
(1994) men retirees’ median annual benefits were $9,600, compared with only
$4,800 for women, half the benefit amount for men.

Women’s economic status after age 65 often depends on what wages they received
when they were working—and whether or not they have a pension from their own
work. If a woman has a pension but received lower pay while working, she will face
a lifetime of inequity because most pensions are based, in large part, on wages. If
a woman receives lower wages while working and does not have a pension, she will
face an even more difficult time making ends meet when she retires. And with or
without a pension, lower wages make it harder for women to save their own money
for retirement.

The pay gap is a family issue. Women’s earnings are a significant source of family
income. Women’s earnings help support nearly three out of four working American
families. Yet women tend to be concentrated in lower paying jobs. Fifty-four percent
of full-time female workers earn less than $25,000 a year compared to 36 percent
of full-time male workers. When women aren’t paid equally or don’t have equal ac-
cess to high-paying jobs, the whole family pays the price.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER
LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (LIHEAP)

Question. Over the past several months, the price of crude oil has increased from
$10 to $30 a barrel, causing the subsequent increase of diesel fuel, heating oil and
unleaded gas. As a result of increases in home heating fuel prices this winter, the
President released all of the emergency LIHEAP funds ($300 million) on 3 dates:
January 25, February 8, and February 16. The President is requesting $600 million
in additional emergency funding in the supplemental. The President’s fiscal year
2001 request for LIHEAP is the same as last year: $1.1 billion in regular funding
and $300 million in emergency funding. How many additional families have applied
for assistance? In light of the dire situation this year, does the President’s request
adequately reflect the funding needs?

Answer. LTIHEAP is one of the 1981 block grants. As a result, ACF does not have
specific current information on the number of additional families that have applied
for assistance. ACF is, however, in daily contact with their State partners to keep
abreast of needs and developments in the State LIHEAP programs. A number of
States have modified their program eligibility requirements as a result of the large
fuel oil price increases. LIHEAP funds are distributed to the States as block grants.
States have used this flexibility to leverage emergency funds in a variety of ways
to support the energy needs of low income households, including increasing benefit
levels for emergency heating assistance for current recipients and raising eligibility
limits to serve greater numbers of households. As example, Pennsylvania raised its
maximum crisis payment from $250 to $300, provided a supplemental payment of
$250 to households already eligible under the program (up to 110 percent of the fed-
eral poverty level), and provided a payment of $250 to households up to150 percent
of poverty. The State also delayed the closing date for the State’s crisis program
from March 15 to April 30.

Fiscal year 2000 emergency funds served their function well, addressing the needs
of low income households facing significant increases in heating costs. This year was
an extraordinary situation, which we do not expect to be repeated. However, the Ad-
ministration is seeking a $600 million supplemental appropriation for LIHEAP, to
assist families with this winter’s heating bills and provide a reserve in the event
emergency summer cooling assistance is needed.

WORKER HEALTH

Question. Within the funds provided for the Agency for Healthcare Research and
Quality, the President proposes to spend $10 million for “improving worker health.”
How does this research differ from the research being conducted by the National
Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH)?

Answer. The research focus at NIOSH is on the causes and prevention of work-
related illness and injury. Two components of AHRQ’s proposed worker health ini-
tiative focus on the outcomes and effectiveness of clinical treatment and the quality
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of the systems in which care is provided after a worker has been injured or other-
wise becomes ill. These two components have a focus on quality of patient care and
return-to-work that responds to research requests we have received from the busi-
ness community, labor, and major purchaser groups. The third component of this
initiative focuses on the health care workplace and the impact of the ways we orga-
nize and manage the delivery of health care services on the quality of patient care.
This part of the initiative builds upon past AHRQ research on the relationship be-
tween professional staffing patterns and the quality of patient care as well as re-
search requests we have received from major health clinics and hospitals in our
stakeholder outreach meetings. This area of investigation is complementary to
NIOSH’s work on health care worker health and safety. AHRQ and NIOSH have
collaborated effectively on this issue and will continue to do so in the new initiative.
This initiative will help employers ensure that injured workers receive quality
health care.

HEALTH CARE ACCESS FOR THE UNINSURED

Question. The President is requesting $125 million for an initiative he calls
“Health Care Access for the Uninsured.” It appears that your request requires au-
thorizing legislation before Congress can appropriate funds. Please explain how this
program would work and the goals that the administration hopes to achieve.

Answer. In fiscal year 2000 Congress appropriated $25 million for the Health
Care Access for the Uninsured program which we are operating under Section 330
demonstration authority of the Public Health Service Act. In order to strengthen the
program the Administration provided Congress with the draft bill, “Community Ac-
cess to Health Care Act of 2000” on March 22, 2000. The Community Access Pro-
gram (CAP), included in our budget request as the Health Care Access for the Unin-
sured program, is an innovative effort to help communities build and strengthen in-
tegrated health care delivery systems for uninsured and underinsured persons. The
health care services available to the uninsured can be fragmented, often with little
to no coordination among providers who serve this population. Not only can patient
care be compromised, but much-needed resources can be wasted as providers dupli-
cate efforts. CAP addresses this growing problem by fostering community-based ef-
forts to improve service integration for the uninsured. Building off the critical foun-
dation established by providers who have traditionally provided services without re-
gard to ability to pay, CAP will provide new resources to help communities coordi-
nate core services more effectively. CAP grants will support the development of in-
frastructure, such as information systems, referral relationships, and clinical proto-
cols, that will help providers improve access to existing services and promote the
efficiency of the care that is delivered. By supplementing existing categorical pro-
grams to fund safety net services and targeting infrastructure development not cur-
rently supported through those programs, CAP will allow communities to better har-
ness their current capabilities and resources.

CAP is designed to encourage community-wide collaboration and stimulate cre-
ative approaches to the development of coordinated, comprehensive care systems.
CAP recognizes that the “safety net” of providers willing to deliver care to the unin-
sured can vary from community to community, resulting in a wide array of integra-
tion challenges. To accommodate this variability and to promote innovation, CAP is
intended to be flexible to community needs. No single model for integration is being
promoted; rather it is our goal that a diversity of models be explored. While the
methods used to achieve integration may differ, all CAP grantees will represent
community-wide coalitions focused on developing sustainable infrastructure for im-
proved services integration.

FAMILY CAREGIVER PROGRAM

Question. Last year, the President requested $125 million for a “Family Caregiver
Program.” Congress did not appropriate funds because this program was not author-
ized. You are requesting the same level of funding this year. Do you believe that
you can undertake this program without authorizing legislation?

Answer. Yes, Title III-D of the Older Americans Act provides existing authority
to support caregivers. As we look at the needs of our older population we become
more and more cognizant of the needs of their caregivers. Establishment of the Na-
tional Family Caregiver Support Program, through reauthorization of the Act, has
the advantage of providing the kind of visibility we would like for this program, and
would probably afford a better opportunity to systematize the services we are sug-
gesting need to be put into a package. However, Existing authority will permit us
to do the work that is essential to intervene immediately. We will continue our ef-
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forts to seek reauthorization of the Older Americans Act and the formal establish-
ment of the National Family Caregiver Support Program.

MEDICAL ERRORS

Question. Last week, the President issued his recommendations for reducing med-
ical errors, following the Institute of Medicine’s report “To Err is Human: Building
a Safer Health System.” The President has requested $20 million to reduce medical
errors. Is this investment significant enough, given the fact that medical errors
cause up to 100,000 deaths annually? How long do you think it would take to accom-
plish your goals to truly see a reduction in the rate of medical errors?

Answer. The recommendations you refer to are much broader than HHS—they
also address work needed in other agencies involved in health care and health cov-
erage, such as the Department of Defense, The Department of Veterans Affairs, the
Office of Personnel Management, and the Department of Labor. Our budget includes
increases of $33 million to start this work. An increase of $20 million is requested
in the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ). AHRQ will create a
Center for Quality Improvement and Patient Safety which will carry out a wide
range of research activities to reduce medical errors. An increase of $13 million is
requested in the Food and Drug Administration to reduce medical errors related to
adverse events from FDA-regulated products, as well carry out a wide range of ac-
tivities recommended by both the Institute of Medicine and the Quality Interagency
Coordinating Task Force (QulC), which I co-chair. In addition to activities for which
dedicated funding is requested, HCFA will require that hospitals implement medical
error reduction and patient safety programs to meet Medicare’s conditions of partici-
pation. These activities, combined with other work recommended by the QulC, will
give us a good start on the work of reducing medical errors.

YOUTH VIOLENCE

Question. On February 25, Bruce Reed sent a letter describing the Administra-
tion’s progress on instituting the youth violence prevention initiative. What specific
ways will you encourage HHS agencies to coordinate with the Department of Labor
and the Department of Education to ensure the coordination of efforts to reduce
youth violence?

Answer. In developing the Youth Violence Prevention Initiative, our efforts extend
across Department lines. A Federal Coordinating Committee on the Prevention of
Youth Violence has been convened, which includes representatives from the Depart-
ment of Labor, Justice and Education. This committee is assessing the cross-cutting
issues in violence among youths and is exploring ways on how to synchronize and
maximize our collective efforts into a meaningful blueprint of an effective initiative.

The Department of Health and Human Services is already working closely with
the Departments of Education and Justice to continue coordination of the Safe
Schools/Healthy Students initiative begun in fiscal year 1999. The Safe Schools/
Healthy Students is an unprecedented collaborative effort to assist communities in
designing and implementing comprehensive educational, mental health, social serv-
ice, law enforcement and juvenile justice services for youth. Our efforts in this col-
laboration, through the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administra-
tion’s Center for Mental Health Services, have resulted in the funding of 54 grants
to school districts around the country. While no increase in funding is requested for
SAMHSA, the overall President’s fiscal year 2001 Safe Schools/Healthy Students
budget request includes funding for an additional 40 grants, and would include the
Department of Labor as a new partner in this effort.

CDC, and the U.S. Department of Education, Department of Justice, and the Na-
tional School Safety Center continue to examine homicides and suicides associated
with schools and identified common features of school-related violent deaths. The
study examines events occurring to and from school, as well as on both public or
private school property, or while someone was on the way or going to an official
school-sponsored event. The first study looked at deaths occurring during 1992—
1994. CDC and its partners are updating and expanding the original study, exam-
ining school-associated violent deaths since July 1994.

In addition, the Office of the Surgeon General is developing a “Surgeon General’s
Report on Youth Violence” that will be completed this year. Information and assist-
ance is being obtained from HHS operating divisions, other Federal Departments
such as Education, Justice and Labor, communities, private organizations, aca-
demia, State and local governments, and other groups to ensure the report soundly
addresses the prevention of youth violence as a collaborative intervention requiring
a well-coordinated approach.



76

MEDICARE COVERAGE OF INJECTABLE DRUGS AND BIOLOGICS

Question. When will HCFA issue a program memorandum to carriers as required
by the report language accompanying Section 219?

Answer. The program memorandum (AB-00-21) was issued on Friday, March 17,
2000.

Question. What is the status of the policy conveyed in the transmittal of August
13, 1997 of the Deputy Director of the Division of Acute Care to regional offices re-
garding injectable drugs?

Answer. We have directed our contractors to disregard the memorandum and all
other documents based on that memorandum until further notice. Contractors are
to base any determinations they make with respect to self-administered injectable
drugs on policies that pre-existed that memorandum.

Question. 1 am concerned that some carriers may consider the August 13, 1997
transmittal to be the current Medicare policy on injectable drugs. Can you assure
me that, today, it is Medicare’s policy among all carriers to cover injectable drugs
for program beneficiaries if the physician determines that it is inappropriate or im-
possible for a particular patient to self-administer the drug?

Answer. In accordance with the DHHS Appropriations Act, 2000 requirements, we
have suspended the August 13, 1997 memorandum and have instructed our contrac-
tors to make determinations with respect to self-administered injectable drugs based
on policy guidance that pre-existed that date. This law also effectively precludes us
from clarifying our policy, since any clarification could easily be read as restrictive;
therefore, our contractors are making determinations based on policies in place prior
to August 13, 1997. While our contractors will be acting independently, I can say
that historically they have not been inclined to provide coverage for injectable drugs
that can be self-administered.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS
LIVER ALLOCATION POLICIES

Madam Secretary, I'm a bit confused by the Department’s December 21 Federal
Register notice, and was wondering if you could clarify your understanding of the
moratorium imposed on the OPTN Final Rule by Section 413 of the Ticket to Work
and Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999.

The Amended Final Rule would have required the OPTN to submit revised liver
allocation policies by February 15, 2000—88 days after the Rule was to become ef-
fective on November 19, 1999. But Section 413 imposed a moratorium on the effec-
tive date and all provisions contained in the Amended OPTN Final Rule Until
March 16, 2000.

The Department’s December 21 notice states on page 91626: “Because we do not
seek to have the deadline occur during the period when the regulation is stayed,
we have decided to extend the deadline to March 16, 2000"—just 30 days after the
original deadline, and the first day the Rule can become effective under the morato-
rium.

Question. Could you please explain to me why requiring the OPTN to work on the
most controversial new allocations policies required by the Rule during a period
when its implementation has been stayed by Congress does not violate both the
spirit and the letter of the moratorium?

Answer. The OPTN has been working on the refinement of the liver allocation pol-
icy continuously since the NPRM was published in 1994. We did not believe it was
wise to interfere with their deliberations. Nor did we believe it was wise to suggest
that the patients could wait for the benefits of an improved liver allocation system.
The OPTN delivered a liver allocation policy proposing wider sharing for patients
with the most urgent need and plan for further refining the medical distinctions
among chronically ill patients on March 15, 2000. The Department is reviewing that
submission. I believe it is a reflection of the OPTN’s efforts to address the problem
and a testament to the Department’s persistence that a policy that puts patients
first was delivered on time.

Question. Section 413 also requires the Department to solicit and review com-
ments on the Rule, and to revise it appropriately in accordance with this review.
How, then, can you justify your December 21 Federal Register notice, which an-
nounced a March 16, 2000 effective date for the rule, when you had not even begun
to receive, much less review, comments on your October amendments? What kind
of message do you think this sends to those who will be so deeply affected by the
provisions of this Rule?
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Answer. We were confident that our staff could review the comments and identify
any new issues that would require modifications to the rule quickly. In fact, no new
issues were raised by the public comments and no change was needed. A Federal
Register Notice so stating was published March 21, 2000.

Question. Do you plan to revise the Rule based on public comments? If so, what
is your time frame? Why wouldn’t you postpone the effective date until you make
the additional modifications? If you do not plan to modify the regulation, why not?

Answer. We were confident that our staff could review the comments and identify
any new issues that would require modifications to the rule quickly. In fact, no new
issues were raised by the public comments and no change was needed. A Federal
Register Notice so stating was published March 21, 2000.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE
HEALTH CENTERS WAIVERS

Secretary Shalala, On April 20, 1998, HCFA sent a letter to State Medicaid Direc-
tors requiring States with Section 11 15 waivers to comply with the terms and con-
ditions of their waiver as they relate to federally qualified health centers. In this
letter, HCFA committed to review those States’ compliance with the waiver and to
take corrective action if necessary.

Madame Secretary, it has been nearly two years since that policy was released
and it is my understanding that States with Section 11 15 waivers are still not com-
plying with the terms and conditions specified. This has created a very serious prob-
lem in my state costing Hawaii health centers $1.2 million a year as a result of this
non-compliance.

Question. What is the Department’s plan to take corrective action regarding this
problem and when do you plan to implement this course of action?

Answer. On July 15, 1998 HCFA sent a letter to all State Medicaid Directors with
the section 1115 waiver of cost-based reimbursement for federally qualified health
centers (FQHCs). This letter requested that each State submit information per-
taining to the methodology used to reimburse FQHCs under their section 1115 dem-
onstrations. The submitted information was to include an analysis of how the meth-
odology was developed to calculate a cost-related or risk-based adjustment, as well
as a description of how the methodology was implemented.

We received the State responses and on September 30, 1998 we wrote to the Pri-
mary Care Association (PCA) in each State in order to share the State response and
to request that the PCA review the response. We asked each PCA to provide us with
their assessment of the State response as well as any comments they wished to pro-
vide on the adequacy of the State’s methodology for meeting the FQHC term and
conditions.

On January 4, 1999 we sent a follow up letter to seven States, including Hawaii,
requesting further information and clarification of their methodology. We received
all of the State responses by May 1999. Since that time we have worked in partner-
ship with the Health Resources and Services Administration to assess the State and
PCA responses. We expect to be in contact with the Hawaii regarding this assess-
ment shortly.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATTY MURRAY
BATTERED WOMEN AND CHILDREN

Question. 1 would like to focus my questions on my concerns regarding the impact
of welfare restructuring on battered women and children, who are some of the most
vulnerable citizens. Secretary Shalala, as you are aware, I fought to implement a
“family violence option” within Federal welfare guidelines. My objective was clear—
to make clear that punitive welfare restrictions did not result in more women and
children becoming trapped in violent homes or relationships. I feel confident that
the final regulations issued by HHS for the States to implement a family violent
option will meet my objective. However, I have become increasingly concerned that
States are not screening properly and are not directing services and benefits to bat-
tered women. Can you briefly outline what steps you are taking to ensure that bat-
tered women do not end up being victimized by our welfare structure and do we
have any real outcome data on the number of battered women impacted? How many
o}f; fch({)}se who have fallen off welfare are now trapped in violent homes or relation-
ships?
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Answer. The Department’s Administration for Children and Families, Office of
Family Assistance has a number of initiatives that address domestic/family violence.

In fiscal year 1997, a grant was awarded to the Anne Arundel County Department
of Social Services, Maryland to develop and pilot test a domestic violence training
curriculum for administrative and front line service staff. The training model devel-
oped in collaboration with the YWCA of Annapolis (Maryland) is intended to better
equip staff to identify and serve clients of TANF and other public assistance pro-
grams who may be victims of domestic violence. New staff receives training on how
to identify and screen for potential domestic violence situations.

Anne Arundel County was awarded a subsequent grant in fiscal year 1998 to in-
crease its capacity to provide technical assistance to human service agencies on inte-
gration of services and organizational change. The organizational change model in-
cluded strategies to assess and provide services to families at risk of domestic vio-
lence, and other barriers to self-sufficiency.

Anne Arundel County Department of Social Services like many local welfare of-
fices places information in public restrooms about domestic prevention services and
hotline telephone numbers.

ACF has funded our Regional Offices to provide targeted workshops around do-
mestic violence issues such as identification, screening, confidentiality, and safety
planning. A major conference is planned for our Northeast Hub (Regions I-III) in
August of this year.

ACF’s Office of Community Services funds the National Family Violence Hotline,
which provides assistance to families in immediate danger of violence, and provides
grants to community organizations for Family Violence Prevention Services.

The Department has an ongoing Family Violence workgroup composed of senior
staff from its operating divisions who coordinate DHHS program policies and activi-
ties to provide education on domestic violence prevention and services.

With reference to outcomes, as of February 2000, we are beginning to receive de-
tailed quarterly data from states on individuals receiving TANF assistance. We will
not have outcome data on battered women, but we will know the number of women
who are exempt from the work requirements based on receipt of a domestic violence
waiver.

In addition to these cooperative efforts, DHHS and DOL convened a series of con-
ferences to share with other welfare reform stakeholders, an informational “road
map” on how to succeed in moving welfare families to self-sufficiency. The informa-
tion presented included models of promising practices for helping families move
from welfare to work. The conference objectives were to help participants:

—gain insight on how agency practitioners and the private sector have responded

to challenges of moving welfare recipients to work;

—Ilearn from practitioners how to prepare for the difficult task of moving welfare
clients with multiple barriers to work;

—interact with peer practitioners from a broad cross-section of Federal, State and
local agencies, community-based organizations, employers, and other disciplines;
and

—gather practical information, helpful practices, and names of professional con-
tacts to help structure programs to move families to self-sufficiency.

CHILD CARE

Question. One of the greatest challenges to meeting welfare-to-work goals is child
care. I have listened to this Administration and many Governors talking about the
success of welfare restructuring. However, there has been little action at the state
level to increase the availability of affordable, quality child care, especially infant
care. We know that early childhood development is essential, yet I am not convinced
that we are targeting limited resources to implementing new, innovative child care
programs. I know the President is calling for additional resources. I=d like to know
B what are we doing to ensure that parents, especially those caught between work
and welfare, can locate quality, affordable child care?

Answer. A recent report, Access to Child Care for Low-Income Working Families,
found that in an average month in fiscal year 1998, only 10 percent of the 14.7 mil-
lion children eligible for child care subsidies under Federal regulations received
them. The fiscal year 2001 budget request includes several proposals to help low-
income families find and afford quality child care. For fiscal year 2001, we are re-
questing $2 billion, an increase of $817 million, for the discretionary Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG). These funds are critically needed to help ad-
dress the gap between available funds and the child care subsidy needs that low-
income working families re experiencing. This increase will provide child care sub-
sidies to nearly 150,000 additional children. $223 million of the total funds re-
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uested will support State activities that improve the quality of child care, including
%50 million for infant and toddler quality activities and $19 million for school-aged
care and resource and referral activities.

In addition, the budget includes $600 million in entitlement funds for an Early
Learning Fund to focus on the quality of child care. The Early Learning Fund will
be used to provide grants to communities to improve school readiness by fostering
the cognitive, physical, social and emotional development of children under five
years-old through improvements in the quality of child care settings, among other
things. The President=s budget also proposes an increase in the Child Care and De-
pendent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) of $7.5 billion over 5 years and an expansion of
the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) of $23.6 billion over 10 years, both of which
would help low-income working families obtain quality, affordable child care.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LARRY CRAIG

Question. Is the Federal Center for Substance Abuse Prevention part of the Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration or SAMHSA?

Answer. Yes, the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) is part of the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA).

Question. A survey was sent out to Missourian students in grades 6, 8, 10, and
12 by the State of Missouri, and funded by the Federal Center for Substance Abuse
Prevention, for the purpose of participating in a study designed to “develop impor-
tant information that will help combat such problems as alcohol and other drug use
in our schools and communities.” If the states purpose of the SAMHSA sponsored
survey is to help combat alcohol and drug use problems, then why do 10 percent
of the questions deal with handguns?

Answer. This survey was conducted as part of a Missouri needs assessment con-
tract. Needs assessment provides a means for States to obtain data critical for pre-
vention planning, resource allocation, and to establish baselines for performance
measurement. States are collecting uniform data through school and community re-
source studies and assessing risk and protective factors in four domains—Peer/Indi-
vidual, Family, School, and Community—using readily available surveys, including
the CSAP Student Survey Risk and Protective Factors Instrument, the Youth Risk
Behavior Assessment Survey (CDC) and/or other community-based instruments

To assist States with needs assessment, CSAP contracted with Hawkins,
Catalano, and Miller to help develop a survey instrument. Hawkins et al. worked
with a six state consortium (WA, OR, CO, ME, KS, and UT) to develop the Student
Survey and pilot it. CSAP and ONDCP assessed the viability of the Student Survey
among the first 3 cohorts (11 out of 23 states, or 48 percent) and determined that
the Survey was an accurate needs assessment instrument. Discussions with the
ONDCP regarding the State needs assessments determined that these assessments
would be of more value if we could compare the data gathered for one State to the
data of other States. Since the Student Survey is a reliable needs assessment instru-
ment, the Survey was designated as a mandatory instrument for subsequent needs
assessments. Based on this, Missouri is required to use this instrument. States that
have, or are scheduled to use the Student Survey include: Washington, Florida,
Kansas, New Jersey, South Carolina, Maine, Utah, Oregon, Arkansas, Delaware,
Montana, Arizona, Hawaii, Missouri, Virginia, Alabama, Michigan, and Tennessee.
Three states also using the survey, but not as part of the CSAP needs assessment
are: Louisiana, Kentucky, and Pennsylvania. NIDA also is using the Student Survey
in communities as part of a seven state consortium diffusion study.

Research has consistently shown a strong association between substance use and
violence. This is reflected in studies depicting violence as a precursor to substance
abuse (by victims of violence) as well as depicting substance use as a precursor to
violence (by assailants). The Student Survey, in use since 1993, includes questions
related to individual, peer, family, and community antisocial behavior because of
this consistent relationship. Student survey results from both a CSAP six state con-
sortium and the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) seven state consortium
further support this relationship.

The handgun questions, which comprise 5.2 percent of the survey, are part of
scales that measure:

—association with antisocial peers

—early initiation of problem behavior

—attitude toward antisocial behavior

—antisocial behavior

—convention involvement

—perceived availability
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—community laws and norms

—family history of antisocial behavior

NIDA study data show that every one of these constructs is strongly correlated
with 30-day substance use as well as with antisocial behavior. Hence, the survey
scales are important for identifying risk factors that potentially should be targeted
within a State program.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
STATUS OF REPORTS

Question. On December 9, 1999, I wrote to your office to inquire as to the status
of certain initiatives identified in Senate Report 106-166 accompanying the fiscal
year 2000 Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and
Related Agencies Appropriations bill and/or Conference Report 106-479 accom-
panying the Consolidated Appropriations bill. I respectfully ask you to provide me
with a status report of the following projects:

$38,500,000 and 303 full-time equivalent employees for the new National Institute
](“(()jr (Ojccupational Safety and Health laboratory in Morgantown, West Virginia;
DC)

Answer. The investment in the new National Institute for Occupational Safety
and Health (NIOSH) laboratory in Morgantown, West Virginia, continues to yield
significant scientific advances in understanding and preventing work-related dis-
ease, injury, and death. Activities at the new laboratory include: applied and pre-
ventive, multi-faceted laboratory-based research into the causes, mechanisms, pre-
vention, and control of occupational disease and injuries; the development of high-
tech engineering solutions for the control of occupational hazards; and basic and ap-
plied health communications research to improve the effectiveness of NIOSH com-
munication efforts.

Highlights of the laboratory’s fiscal year 1999 accomplishments include:

—Hexavalent Chromium Research.—NIOSH researchers developed a field-portable
method for on-site determination of hexavalent chromium (a carcinogen found
in structural components of buildings, as well as ink, paint, textile dyes, graphic
art supplies, and wood preservatives), which is critical for assessing worker ex-
posure and the effectiveness of control measures. Additional NIOSH basic re-
search is examining the mechanism of hexavalent chromium-induced carcino-
genesis.

—Modeling Silica Exposure.—NIOSH investigators performed a silica inhalation
study using animal models to examine pulmonary damage, pulmonary inflam-
mation, fibrosis, and dust retention. The study found explosive increases in lung
damage and inflammation when dust burdens stabilize, and observed that in-
flammation progressed even in the absence of continued exposure. The data will
be used to model dust deposition, clearance, and retention in rats and to com-
pare results to models for humans.

—Carcinogenesis Mechanisms for Cadmium.—NIOSH studied the molecular
mechanisms responsible for tumorigenic potential of cadmium. Findings suggest
that genetic instability and changes in the cancer-related and novel genes may
be responsible for the cell transformation and tumorigenesis induced by these
metals. Identification of mechanisms for workplace-related carcinogenesis will
help identify appropriate strategies for therapeutic intervention and prevention,
as well as improve risk assessment for carcinogens.

—Laboratory-based Models for Work-related Stress.—To determine the role of
acute and chronic stress as occupational risk factors or contributors to disease,
NIOSH is working with external partners to use laboratory-based models to de-
termine the biochemical, cellular, and molecular changes engendered by specific
stressors alone and in conjunction with various disease models. Results from
this work indicate that glucocorticoid release associated with stress enhances
skin response to chemicals and can exacerbate damage in the brain areas im-
portant for cognition.

—Silicosis Outreach for Hispanic and Latino Workers.—NIOSH is developing an
outreach project to increase the awareness of the seriousness of silica exposure
among construction workers in Texas (who experience an alarming number of
deaths attributed to silicosis) and to increase the use of engineering controls
and respiratory protection in these workers. NIOSH assessed the workers’
knowledge, beliefs, and behaviors about silicosis prevention, as well as their in-
formation seeking habits and barriers to and facilitators of prevention. NIOSH
is using these data to develop a silicosis prevention program in fiscal year 2000.
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—Preventing Deaths from Tractor Overturns.—Tractor overturns are the largest
single source of agricultural fatalities, accounting for approximately 132 deaths
per year. Current rollover protective structures (ROPS) do not provide adequate
protection because farmers manually lower them when working in low clearance
areas and may forget to raise them. NIOSH has developed a ROPS prototype
that is stored normally in a compact form but automatically deploys to full di-
mension, without operator input, to protect the operator in the event of an over-
turn. The new system includes: (1) a roll bar and deployment mechanism, which
were successfully tested for appropriate protective strength according to indus-
try standards, and (2) a sensor to identify an impending overturn and trigger
the roll bar deployment. A patent application is being developed for this device.

Research at the new laboratory will continue to focus on critical areas in occupa-

tional safety and health in fiscal year 2000. For example, researchers at the new
laboratory are: coordinating an Institute-wide intramural initiative to study allergic
and irritant dermatitis, including latex allergy, using state-of-the-art research meth-
ods; studying the genetic mapping of lung and prostate cancer to aid in the identi-
fication of at-risk worker populations; and using virtual reality technology to study
the prevention of falls, which are one of three leading causes of injuries occurring
in the workplace.

$3,000,000 for the construction of West Virginia University’s Eye Center; and
$1,1135,000 for the construction and equipment of the Harts Health Center in
Harts, West Virginia
Answer. Congress provided $120 million for eighty-six specific projects in fiscal
year 2000 and this amount has been reduced to $112.4 million under the fiscal year
2000 government-wide discretionary spending rescission authority. The projects at
the West Virginia University’s Eye Center and the Harts Health Center in Harts,
West Virginia will be notified in April 2000 of the amount available for their specific
project and they will be provided with an application kit and application guidelines.
They will be given 60 days to submit their application and supporting documenta-
tion. Following a 75-day review period, given the large number of projects, grant
awards are scheduled for the end of September 2000.

Approximately $1,000,000 for West Virginia University’s Prevention Center funded
through the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; (CDC)

Answer. In fiscal year 1994, West Virginia University received a four-year Preven-
tion Research Center (PRC) grant from CDC. Under this cooperative agreement,
they received approximately $1,000,000 per year in core funding.

In fiscal year 1998, at the end of West Virginia’s 4-year project period, they com-
peted for renewal of their core PRC cooperative agreement along with the other 13
PRCs which existed at the time. In fiscal year 1998, CDC approved a 12-month ex-
tension of the project to allow the PRC time to expend their remaining funds to com-
plete program goals and objectives.

CDC’s fiscal year 1999 appropriations committee report language mandated that
all “incumbent” PRCs were to be funded. Based on this language, CDC awarded
West Virginia a new 5-year PRC cooperative agreement, which began on February
1, 1999. The fiscal year 1999 award amount for the first year of this new 5-year
project period included $600,000 in new core funds, which was commensurate with
the level of funding received by the other 13 incumbent PRCs. The award also in-
cluded $133,611 in new supplemental funds, and $285,000 in funds West Virginia
withheld in previous years, for a total approved amount of $1,018,611.

In fiscal year 2000, the West Virginia PRC received $650,000 in new core funds
to support the second year of the current project period, which began on February
1, 2000. This increase in core funding was equal to the funding level of the other
incumbent centers. They will also again have the opportunity to request funding for
continuation projects and compete for new special interest project funding this year.

Current center activities include evaluating the efficacy of a new teen smoking
cessation program, Not on Tobacco, in two Appalachian states. Other research
projects focus on diabetes, cardiovascular disease, nutrition, tobacco, and mental
health. The Center continues to be the Coordinating Center for the Women’s Cardio-
vascular Health Network and participates in the Tobacco Control Network. The
Center also provides participatory research training to West Virginia Bureau for
Public Health funded projects and has strong relationships with the West Virginia
Department of Education, the American Lung Association, other voluntary health
organizations, and other community-based groups.
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$687,000 for Marshall University’s Autism Training Center; (CDC)

Answer. CDC will encourage Marshall University to broaden its intervention pro-
gram to include secondary conditions in children with autism as well as to examine
etiologic factors and conduct surveillance for the condition.

$850,000 for the Farm Resource Center through the Center for Mental Health Serv-
ices of the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration

Answer. SAMHSA will announce the availability of a demonstration grant pro-
gram in April 2000. The Rural Outreach Program demonstration would continue
outreach activities that ameliorate stress associated with unemployment in rural
communities and increase access to, and utilization of, mental health and substance
abuse services for coal miners, farmers, and their families in Illinois and West Vir-
ginia and western Pennsylvania. This program, designed to result in more effective
mental health and substance abuse services delivery, is intended to address the
needs of adults and their families in rural areas who have or may be at risk for
developing a mental illness or substance abuse problem. Needs of their children who
have or may be at risk for developing emotional or other behavioral problems are
addressed also.

Report language and $500,000 for the Office of the Surgeon General, in conjunction
with the Public Health Policy Board and other agencies, to establish a process
for selecting health priorities based on clear scientific data on emerging health
threats to children

Answer. The final fiscal year 2000 appropriation did not include funding to estab-
lish a process for selecting health priorities. However, in January 2000 the Surgeon

General launched Healthy People 2010, the third iteration of the Healthy People ini-

tiative first launched in 1979 with the publication of Healthy People: The Surgeon

General’s Report on Health Promotion and Disease Prevention. Healthy People 2010

sets the nation’s health agenda for the next decade and states a set of common goals

developed through a national consultative process; it also provides a mechanism to
monitor progress toward achieving those goals. The scope of the Healthy People ini-
tiative has grown over the last three decades to more than 460 objectives—about

a third of which relate to children. This approach identifies important public health

issues for children and families, and assesses the relevant science available on these

topics, in order to stimulate public discussion and effective interventions. The multi-
disciplinary and broad public health expertise of the Public Health Policy Advisory

Board has taken a similar approach. Dr. Louis W. Sullivan, the current Chairman

& CEO of the Public Health Policy Advisory Board, was among the distinguished

leaders who participated in the release of the Healthy People 2010 Report. Healthy

People 2010, which now includes a set of ten leading health indicators, has provided

a rrionitoring apparatus to measure and achieve progress towards our child health

goals.

Report language urging the Surgeon General to host a summit on obesity policy to
develop a national strategic plan to prevent obesity and to complete the Surgeon
General’s Report on Nutrition and Health which was to focus on dietary fat

Answer. The Surgeon General is very concerned about the increasing health bur-
den of obesity and overweight, and has considered how best to contribute to its alle-
viation. Towards this end, HHS and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) are
jointly planning a National Nutrition Summit for May 30-31, 2000, that will have
a major focus on overweight and obesity. This summit will highlight: accomplish-
ments in food, nutrition, and health that have occurred since the 1969 White House
Conference on this topic; the continuing challenges and emerging opportunities in
this area; and nutrition and lifestyle issues across the human lifespan, especially
those that we confront in solving the nation’s epidemic of overweight and obesity.
The summit will include policy makers, leading researchers in obesity, nutrition,
physical activity and community-based prevention, and representatives of consumer,
trade, business, and health professional organizations. An HHS/USDA interdepart-
mental steering committee is coordinating the summit, and held a public meeting
in December 1999 to solicit input on the agenda. The committee will continue to so-
licit input and to involve other relevant government agencies in its planning efforts.

As a follow-up to the 1988 Surgeon General’s Report on Nutrition and Health, and
to fulfill the requirements of Public Law 103-183, a Surgeon General’s Report on
Dietary Fats and Health was being developed under the aegis of the Department’s
Nutrition Policy Board. However, it became clear to the report drafters that, while
the role of dietary fats (especially saturated fats) in coronary heart disease is well
established, the science related to dietary fat intake and other chronic diseases is
still evolving—and has become increasingly complex and, in some cases, contentious.



83

There is also emerging evidence that energy balance is a key dietary factor affecting
health and disease risks, independent of the effects of fats. Because dietary fats are
a component of energy intake, it is difficult to parse the effects of fat or types of
fat on disease risk and energy intake per se.

Therefore, in order to obtain the balanced review needed to address this issue, the
Office of Public Health and Science turned to the Institute of Medicine (IOM). In
the fall of 1999, IOM began a 24-month comprehensive review of macronutrients
with dietary fats and health, and including energy balance as a major component.
This review is part of the IOM’s multi-year project to evaluate nutrient require-
ments and establish recommended dietary intakes. Several other significant reviews
with relevance for dietary fat and health issues parallel the IOM study; these in-
clude: a National Cancer Institute-funded systematic review and synthesis of the re-
search literature concerning diet-related behavior change interventions; a Rand Cor-
poration study funded by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention on healthy
aging, which will include diet, nutrition, and fat; and the National Cholesterol Edu-
cation Program’s expert panel review of current detection, evaluation and treatment
methods for high blood cholesterol. As these reports are finalized, the science related
to dietary fats will be better understood, and the Department will be better able to
take appropriate action to promote and protect public health.

Report language under the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism re-
garding Fetal Alcohol Syndrome (FAS), genetics, neuroscience, medications de-
velopment, alcohol and Hepatitis C, alcoholic liver disease, and “Research to
Practice” Forums

Answer. Fetal Alcohol Syndrome (FAS)—FAS research at NIAAA is supported in
both the intramural and extramural programs and accounted for approximately 6.7
percent of the Institute’s budget in fiscal year 1999. Prevention of FAS is a high
priority for the Institute. All meritorious candidates submitted in response to a re-
cent request for applications have been funded. Research continues in a large com-
munity-based trial of comprehensive interventions to prevent FAS and other alco-
hol-related birth defects among four Plains Indian tribes, with two other Native
American communities serving as comparison sites. A project to develop a screening
tool and determine the prevalence of drinking in women in prenatal clinics in the
District of Columbia also was cosponsored by the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development (NICHD). Data collection now has been completed, and
data analysis is under way.

To aid the health care community in addressing the problem of FAS, the NIAAA
has developed two manuals for use in clinical practice. These manuals soon will be
ready for distribution. One is designed to train health practitioners who treat
women of childbearing age on the assessment of risk drinking and on referral and
intervention methods. The other provides a guide for pediatricians on screening chil-
dren for FAS. The NTAAA plans to pilot test the effectiveness of both manuals with
primary care health professionals. In addition, the NIAAA is preparing a Request
for Proposals to establish a FAS clearinghouse.

The NIAAA will continue its leadership of the Interagency Coordinating Com-
mittee on Fetal Alcohol Syndrome (ICCFAS). Member organizations include seven
organizations within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS),
the Office of Special Education in the U.S. Department of Education (DoED), and
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the U.S. Department
of Justice (DOJ). To promote information exchange and to assure high quality re-
search, the NIAAA sponsored an investigator workshop at the October 1999
ICCFAS meeting.

—Genetics—Approximately 50-60 percent of total population vulnerability to alco-
holism is mediated by genetic factors. The NIAAA-funded Collaborative Study
on the Genetics of Alcoholism (COGA) has found significant evidence for genetic
linkages on several chromosomes. These chromosomal regions are likely to con-
tain genes that influence alcohol-related behavior. This powerful new data set
generated by COGA is now ready for release to the general scientific commu-
nity. The COGA databases contain extensive clinical, diagnostic, psychological,
neurophysiological, pedigree, and genetic data on thousands of individuals, who
comprise hundreds of families of alcoholics under study. The neurophysiological
data will be distributed by SUNY Downstate Health Sciences Center (New
York, NY); all other data will be distributed by Washington University (St.
Louis, MO). The companion collection of cell lines and DNA samples from indi-
viduals studied will be distributed by Rutgers University (Piscataway, NdJ). The
Institute plans to encourage intensive analysis of the substantial COGA data
set by the broadest possible spectrum of investigators.
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—Neuroscience—Approximately 25 percent of the NIAAA’s resources are com-
mitted to neuroscience research. Recent neuroscience findings on the biologic
mechanisms that underlie alcohol’s effect represent new possibilities for devel-
opment of medications for alcohol disorders. Most pharmaceuticals target spe-
cific protein sites. Scientists have identified at least one protein site on a
neuroreceptor implicated in alcohol’s neurodepressant actions, opening the po-
tential for design of compounds to block such protein sites and, thus, alcohol’s
effects. In response to these and other findings, the Institute has solicited re-
search grants for the study of in vivo screening models that will test new com-
pounds for alcoholism pharmacotherapy. Another initiative solicits research that
will examine how alcohol affects neurochemical changes that take place during
adolescence.

—NIAAA-supported scientists are using and expanding powerful new techniques
for studying specific protein areas of neuroreceptors. Site-directed mutagenesis
and chimeric techniques permit researchers to examine, individually, compo-
nents of neuroreceptor proteins to determine if they are involved in the brain’s
response to alcohol. Gene knock-out techniques eliminate the activity of specific
genes and the proteins they encode. These genetic techniques thus allow sci-
entists to test whether specific proteins, including components of neuro-
receptors, mediate alcohol’s effects on nervous system function. The NIAAA will
issue a Request for Applications (RFA) to apply these techniquest to alcohol
studies in fiscal year 2000. In addition, NIAAA-funded investigators are among
the pioneers of a microdialysis technique that enables researchers to directly
measure—simultaneously—neurotransmitter and neurophysiologic response in
freely-behaving rats exposed to cognition-altering substances.

Based on these neuroscience finding, NIAAA-supported scientists are devel-
oping new pharmacologic compounds. Grants awarded under the pharma-
cotherapy-screening initiative will enhance the laboratory testing process for
evaluating the therapeutic potential and likelihood of risk associated with these
substances. Once this screening task has been accomplished, promising com-
pounds will follow the usual route in the medication-development pipeline;
namely, testing for efficacy and safety in animal studies, then small-scale
human trials, when appropriate. Compounds shown to be safe and effective in
small-scale human trials will then become candidates for large-scale human
clinical trials.

—Medications Development—NIAAA-supported scientists are making rapid
progress in understanding the neurobiologic mechanisms that underlie alcohol’s
effects. With this understanding comes the potential to design compounds that
therapeutically alter these mechanisms. To channel this rapid accumulation of
data toward medication development, the NIAAA is encouraging research grant
applications that will result in new methods of screening promising compounds
with therapeutic potential. This screening initiative also includes a component
intended to stimulate research on pharmacotherapy for the sequelae of alco-
holism, such as liver disease.

—Project COMBINE, a large, multi-site, clinical trial of promising alcohol-treat-
ment medications—naltrexone and acamprosate—is ongoing. Investigators are
testing the effectiveness of these medications alone and in combination. The
medications are being evaluated with two behavioral interventions which are
applicable to two types of treatment settings. One is applicable to primary care
medical practices, and the other is suitable for addiction medicine speciality
practices. Preliminary studies evaluating safety of the combination of the medi-
cations and the feasibility of the study protocol are in progress, and the main
trial will begin early in year 2000.

—Alcohol and Hepatitis C—The NIAAA is an active and integral component of
the research initiatives and collaborations among the NIH Institutes regarding
hepatitis C virus (HCV). Heavy drinking increases the severity of hepatitis C
and complicates its treatment. Recognizing the substantial increased risk for in-
fected individuals to advance to end-stage liver disease and liver failure, the
NIAAA has released a Request for Applications (RFA) in fiscal year 2000. This
solicitation specifically focuses on the role of alcohol in promoting end-stage
liver disease and subsequent death in HCV patients. Principal goals of this re-
search include elucidating alcohol’s impact on the course of hepatitis C, as well
as exploring potential mechanisms and their exploitation in the development of
successful treatment options.

In fiscal year 1999, the NIAAA also cosponsored other HCV initiatives. For
examples, the NIAAA participated in the requests for Hepatitis C Research
Centers, sponsored by the National Institutes of Allergy and Infectious Diseases
(NIAID), that will provide a national research network blending basic research
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and clinical investigations to promote translational research in HCV research—
that is, bring the basic research findings into the clinic. In addition, the NTAAA
co-sponsored a request for Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) applica-
tions to establish new animal models to advance the field of alcohol and hepa-
titis C research. An underlying premise is that multi-disciplinary basic labora-
tory, animal model and clinical research is needed to advance our under-
standing of HCV and the liver disease and cancer it can cause. The Institute
also has established a new collaboration with the American Liver foundation’s
(ALF’s) “Hepatitis C Initiative” and is working closely with the ALF in advanc-
ing patient-related information and activities.

—Alcoholic Liver Disease—Scientists have made significant progress in under-
standing the biological mechanisms that lead to organ damage in alcoholic liver
disease (ALD), the fourth leading cause of death among urban U.S. males and
a source of costly morbidity. Among the findings are that reactive oxygen spe-
cies (namely, producers of free radicals, which cause harmful changes in many
molecules) and Tumor Necrosis Factor (TNF), a protein that causes an inflam-
matory response, play major roles in ALD, NIAAA-funded investigators are re-
searching numerous methods to either inhibit TNF expression in liver cells di-
rectly through genetic manipulation or by specific insertion of TNF-inhibitors
into liver cells. In fiscal year 1999, the Institute expanded this research area
through a Program Announcement (PA), entitled “Mechanisms of Alcohol-In-
duced Hepatic Fibrosis,” which solicits grant applications elucidating new thera-
peutic approaches for the fibrosis seen in alcoholic liver diseases. Since TNF is
implicated in many major diseases (for example, cancer, arthritis, and multiple
sclerosis), advances in discovering how to selectively express cytokines associ-
ated with organ damage will benefit a variety of disciplines.

—Research and Practice Forums—In 1997, the Director of New York’s Office of
Substance Abuse Services met with NIAAA Director Dr. Enoch Gordis to dis-
cuss a number of issues affecting prevention and treatment services in the
State. Two ideas emerged: (1) directing research dissemination efforts specifi-
cally to clinical directors of treatment programs, and (2) developing a rigorous
research demonstration project to test recommended science-based clinical prac-
tices and measure outcomes in four or six volunteer treatment programs. To
fund these efforts, the Institute entered a partnership with the Center for Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment (CSAT). The first phase of the collaboration was a “re-
search-practice forum” held in Saratoga Springs, NY, in October 1998. The re-
search symposium was designed specifically for clinical supervisors and direc-
tors in New York who received the most cutting-edge research findings on
issues affecting their work for incorporation into their programs. In turn, re-
searchers also benefitted from input and information from the supervisors about
real world barriers and difficulties encountered in their clinics.

The NIAAA and CSAT continue work with New York State, the provider’s as-
sociation, and clinical directors of six programs on phase II of this project. Six
programs have been selected to participate in the Best Practices/Researcher in
Residence Program. The program’s goal is to encourage the adoption in clinical
practice of recent treatment research advances by placing nationally recognized
scientists in brief periods of residence at participating clinical treatment sites.
Information exchange between participating researchers and clinical supervisors
and staff will occur through training sessions, research seminars, presentations
of recently-developed techniques, case reviews, and clinical problem solving.

This program has been expanded to the State of North Carolina where a
forum was held in November 1999. Phase II of the North Carolina project is
under discussion and will be implemented in year 2000. If efforts in these two
states shod sufficient promise, they will be repeated elsewhere throughout the
country.

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON RURAL AGING

With more than fifteen percent of the West Virginia’s population being at least
sixty-five years of age, a percentage that is expected to increase over the next sev-
eral years, such statistics underscore the need to take a closer look at how the needs
of an aging population may affect West Virginia, the United States, and nations
around the world. To help address the challenges associated with aging, delegates
from around the globe are slated to converge in Charleston, West Virginia, this com-
ing June for the international “Rural Aging: A Global Challenge” conference. The
rural aging conference is planned to direct special attention toward meeting the
needs of the elderly residing in the some of the least developed areas of the world.
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Organizers hope that the event will result in a stronger commitment to senior citi-
zens by both the public and private sectors.

Question. Currently, West Virginia University has submitted its application to the
Administration on Aging for release of the remaining $500,000 that I secured for
implementation of the conference. What steps will you take to ensure the funds are
released before the June 9, 2000 deadline?

Answer. The Administration on Aging has been in frequent contact with the staff
from West Virginia University to assure processing of funds as quickly as possible.
Extensive technical assistance has been provided to assist in the planning of the
conference. The Project Officer at the Administration on Aging has helped Univer-
sity staff connect with representatives of the U.S. Federal Committee, State Inter-
national Year of Older Persons coordinators and internationally recognized speak-
ers. She has also developed publicity, recommend substantive program content and
identified partners who are providing help in handling the details of this event.
Based on all the assistance provided HHS has every confidence the funds will be
released before June 9.

With more than fifteen percent of the West Virginia’s population being at least
sixty-five years of age, a percentage that is expected to increase over the next sev-
eral years, such statistics underscore the need to take a closer look at how the needs
of an aging population may affect West Virginia, the United States, and nations
around the world. To help address the challenges associated with aging, delegates
from around the globe are slated to converge in Charleston, West Virginia, this com-
ing June for the international “Rural Aging: A Global Challenge” conference. The
rural aging conference is planned to direct special attention toward meeting the
needs of the elderly residing in the some of the least developed areas of the world.
Organizers hope that the event will result in a stronger commitment to senior citi-
zens by both the public and private sectors.

OBESITY IN WEST VIRGINIA

Question. The West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources re-
ported in May 1999 that 4.2-percent of West Virginia’s population falls into the cat-
egory of being clinically obese. This alarming statistic places West Virginia first in
the nation in obesity, with the percentage reportedly growing higher each year.
Sadly, it is the children who are falling prey to this epidemic, making them the fast-
est growing portion of the obese population. What steps are you taking to create
hgaigl})tened obesity awareness and prevention, particularly with regard to West Vir-
ginia?

Answer. The Department sees obesity as a very serious public health problem. In
fiscal year 2000, CDC received approximately $4.5 million in new funds for nutri-
tion/obesity activities. With these funds, CDC will provide support to up to eight
states to initiate nutrition and physical activity programs to prevent and control
obesity and related chronic diseases. In carrying out these programs, states will (a)
select one or more priority population in which to plan and initiate activities; (b)
develop appropriate internal and external partnerships to carry out the plan; and
develop, conduct, and evaluate nutrition and physical activity intervention pro-
grams. West Virginia is encouraged to apply for CDC funding.

Currently, CDC provides funding for State-based school health programs in West
Virginia to: (1) develop a state system of support for coordinated school health pro-
grams ($225,000) and (2) expand comprehensive school health education, with a
focus on physical activity, nutrition and tobacco use prevention ($212,000). West
Virginia has used these funds to:

—Assist in the development and implementation of child nutrition polices. The
West Virginia’s Department of Education requires food served in school cafe-
terias to meet the dietary guidelines and prohibits the sale of high sugar and
high fat foods during the school day;

—Evaluate and develop revised physical education requirements. The State Board
of Education requires Physical Education requirements in grades K-8, and a
full unit of Physical Education instruction as a high school graduation require-
ment;

—Develop physical fitness requirements. President’s Physical Fitness Test is re-
quired by law for all students in grades K-9 which includes a new accreditation
standard that requires schools to have a 40 percent passage rate on the test
or show improvement in each of the previous 3 years;

—Develop standards in health education and physical education for the State
Board of Education;

West Virginia plans to hold a Nutrition Symposium in 2001 for school health

teams that will focus on obesity and being overweight; and continued physical edu-
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cation summits to help physical education teachers change their focus from sports
to lifetime fitness activities.

MEDICARE REIMBURSEMENT OF AMBULANCE SERVICES

Question. Earlier this year, the Health Care Financing Administration (HCFA)
advised all carriers to suspend any Inherent Reasonable (IR) pricing until the Gov-
ernment Accounting Office (GAO) has finished their study of current IR authority
as revised by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (BBA). Although HCFA is scheduled
to implement a fee schedule reimbursement for ambulance services beginning Janu-
ary 1, 200 1, counties such as Doddridge and Marion are in dire need of a reassess-
ment. What can you do to provide relief to West Virginia’s ambulance services?

Answer. Since our instructions to the carriers to suspend any inherent reasonable-
ness activities, the Congress enacted the Balance Budget Refinement Act of 1999
(BBRA). Section 223 of BBRA prohibits use of the inherent reasonableness authority
by the Secretary or her contractors until (1) the General Accounting Office (GAO)
reports on its inherent reasonableness study, and (2) HCFA publishes a final rule
that responds to the GAO report as well as to the comments received on the Janu-
ary 1, 1998 Interim Final Inherent Reasonableness regulation.

Therefore, we currently have no mechanism to provide relief to ambulance sup-
pliers in your state at this time.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN
HEAD START

Question. The President’s goal is to enroll $1 million children in Head Start by
2002. Providing children with access to programs that improve cognitive and social
development in their early years is important. And yet, “Head Start has only vague
performance standards and no curriculum to stimulate the growth of literacy and
numeracy,” say Henry Aaron and Robert Reschaeur in Setting National Priorities,
The 2000 Election and Beyond. What is HHS doing to move Head Start from custo-
dial child care to a program that stresses cognitive development and learning?

Answer. Head Start is America’s premiere early childhood education program, and
continues to lead the way in state-of-the-art approaches to enhancing young chil-
dren’s development. Head Start’s performance standards are, in fact, quite com-
prehensive and clearly delineate what programs must do in serving children and
families. These standards cover the areas of Education and Early Childhood Devel-
opment, Child Health, Child Mental Health, Child Nutrition, Family Partnerships,
Community Partnerships and Program Governance, among others. A copy of these
standards 1s attached. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Performance Stand-
ard on Education and Early Childhood Development clearly requires that all pro-
grams must, in collaboration with Head Start parents, implement a curriculum and
goes on to discuss what this curriculum must include.

This Administration has invested heavily in improving not only the cognitive
learning aspects of this program, but in raising its standards. We have paired in-
vestment in critical elements of quality such as teacher compensation and training
with a tough approach to enforcement of high standards in every Head Start pro-
gram. Annual salaries for Head Start teachers have increased from $14,600 in 1992
to $20,700 this year. Since 1995, more than 140 local grantees have been replaced
because they have been unable to rectify deficiencies in program quality. We will
continue these investments in fiscal year 2001 and will devote more than half of
all new Head Start money to continued improvements in the quality of the program.

In addition, Head Start has made a commitment to measuring child outcomes, in-
cluding cognitive outcomes as well as other key aspects of children’s development
and parental involvement. Our research shows that typical children leave Head
Start with a wide range of specific knowledge and skills that prepare them for kin-
dergarten. These practical, common sense achievements form the foundation for con-
tinued progress in learning by Head Start children in kindergarten where they show
statistically significant growth in vocabulary, letter recognition, writing and other
pre-reading skills.

Question. Would HHS be opposed to changing the focus of the Head Start pro-
gram so that more attention is placed on the development of cognitive skills?

Answer. Head Start provides top-quality early childhood education along with
comprehensive services, such as health, nutrition, and family support services, to al-
most 900,000 low-income, preschool children and their families across the nation, in-
cluding more than 81,000 children and their families in California.
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Head Start currently places a strong emphasis on cognitive skills. Preliminary re-
sults from the Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES) indicate that average
program quality is in the “good” to “excellent” range and no classroom scored below
the “minimal quality” range. Head Start children are ready for school, performing
above the levels expected for children from low-income families who have not at-
tended center-based programs. The survey also found that 66 percent of Head Start
parents read to their child three or more times a week and that 70-90 percent of
parents teach their children letters, numbers or songs.

We are building upon this progress with new initiatives, including expanded
training in family literacy services, new partnerships with prekindergarten and
child care programs, and the development of local grantee systems to track and ana-
lyze child outcome data.

Question. What kind of coordination or communication does the Department of
Education have with HHS on this program?

Answer. The Head Start Bureau has extensive collaborative relationships and ini-
tiatives with the Department of Education, including the following:

—Recent joint sponsorship with Title I, Even Start, and HHS’s Child Care Bureau
of a national leadership forum of State leaders and managers of prekinder-
garten, Head Start, and child care programs to explore new opportunities to use
State and Federal early childhood funding to reach more children with higher
quality services and to identify ways to eliminate barriers to cross-program col-
laboration.

—Long-standing involvement with ED in joint efforts to serve infants, toddlers,
and young children with disabilities, including participation in the Federal
Interagency Coordinating Council, and public-private partnerships such as the
Conrad Hilton Foundation/Head Start $15 million initiative to training commu-
nity teams of Early Head Start, ED early intervention program providers, par-
ents and other community agency leaders to improve serving to infants and tod-
dlers with disabilities.

—Collaborative efforts in research and accountability efforts, including joint spon-
sorship and funding of major longitudinal studies of early childhood develop-
ment (including the National Center for Education Statistic’s Early Childhood
Longitudinal Survey, Kindergarten & Birth Cohorts) and emerging efforts in
Title I and Even Start to utilize the Head Start Performance Measures outcome
measures in Federal evaluations and State-level accountability efforts.

—Additional leadership efforts between Head Start and public education pro-
grams and systems occur at the State and local level through the nationwide
network of Head Start-State Collaboration Offices which give priority attention
to forging linkages among local Head Start agencies, family literacy initiatives,
State prekindergarten programs, and local education agencies.

—Finally, and most importantly, every local Head Start grantee is held account-
able for maintaining strong and effective partnerships with local elementary
schools and districts through specific mandates covering the provision of family
literacy and adult education services, services to children with disabilities, and
preparing every child and family for a successful transition to kindergarten.

Question. Shouldn’t we move Head Start to the Department of Education and con-
vert it into a strong preschool program and focuses on cognitive development?

Answer. I do not believe that Head Start should be transferred to the Department
of Education. While the cognitive elements of Head Start are extremely important,
the genius of the program is that it is comprehensive. It integrates health, nutrition
and family support services with education and learning. The American Customer
Satisfaction survey found that Head Start=s composite satisfaction score of 87 is un-
surpassed among all public and private entities in the survey. Head Start parents
said that they would recommend Head Start to other parents and that they are con-
fident that Head Start will continue to do a good job of providing preschool edu-
cation in the future. In addition to these high levels of parent satisfaction, Head
Start programs demonstrate exemplary levels of parent involvement, a key ingre-
dient in children=s success.

We are continuing to introduce new initiatives to challenge and support Head
Start’s drive for excellence, including expanded training in family literacy services
(in collaboration with the Department of Education’s Even Start program), new
partnerships with pre-kindergarten and child care programs and funding sources,
and the development of local grantee systems to track and analyze child outcome
data.
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IMMUNIZATIONS

Question. You have told me that opening up the Federal Vaccines for Children
Program to SCHIP beneficiaries would require a legislative change. Would you sup-
port legislation to make SCHIP beneficiaries eligible for the Vaccines for Children
Program? If no, why not?

Answer. The Department would not oppose such legislation.

HIV/AIDS

Question. What are your plans to reinvigorate the government’s focus on pre-
venting the further spread of HIV/AIDS, particularly in communities of color?

Answer. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has the lead for the De-
partment in preventing the further spread of HIV/AIDS. CDC has initiated a num-
ber of national, regional, and community-based programs designed specifically to
reach racial and ethnic minorities at greatest risk of HIV infection. CDC is focusing
specifically designed programs on the HIV/AIDS prevention needs of African- Ameri-
cans and other disproportionately affected racial/ethnic minority communities in
three broad categories: technical assistance and infrastructure support, increasing
access to prevention and care services, and building stronger linkages to address the
needs of specific populations.

In October 1999, CDC awarded funds to more than 100 organizations throughout
the nation to expand HIV prevention efforts in African-American and other commu-
nities of color at high risk of infection, including Latinos, Native Americans and
Asian Pacific Islanders communities. The 1999 awards represented a 50 percent in-
crease in funding earmarked for HIV prevention efforts in African-American com-
munities. Awards include 47 African American community-based organizations
(CBOs) and 7 State and city health departments to develop HIV prevention pro-
grams in correctional facilities to reach high-risk minority populations, as well as,
new national efforts to encourage HIV testing among African- Americans and others
at high risk of HIV infection.

In addition, CDC continues to provide funds to State and local health depart-
ments for HIV prevention. Funding priorities for the health departments are deter-
mined through a community planning process. Community planning provides an ap-
proach to ensure community voices and programs to keep pace with the local epi-
demic, and States are strongly encouraged to direct resources towards their HIV
epidemic. Funds are used to (1) address prevention needs in communities of color;
(2) build capacity of grassroots organizations to deliver effective, targeted, culturally
competent interventions; and (3) supplement funds for demonstration projects focus-
ing on HIV seropositive persons, correctional activities, and perinatal prevention
work. In fiscal year 2001, an increase of $40 million will fund grants allocated
through the community planning process to focus on high risk populations, includ-
ing minorities. An additional $10 million will also be directed towards the"Know
Four Status” campaign in fiscal year 2001 to focus predominantly on minority popu-
ations.

Question. What has HHS learned during the past year about the effectiveness of
the current role and structure of the CARE Act in improving access to HIV treat-
ments among underserved communities?

Answer. Over 67 percent of Ryan White CARE Act programs provide services to
minorities, based on 1997 Annual Administrative Reports from CARE Act grantees.
An initial draft of a study conducted by the University of California, San Francisco,
and supported by HRSA, did not find minorities disproportionately under rep-
resented in acquiring access to HIV treatments when other public funding and enti-
tlement benefits programs (e.g., state programs and Medicaid) are taken into consid-
eration. The study’s final report is expected by the end of fiscal year 2000.

Question. Do you think the current formula used to distribute funding is effective
and1 v;/orking? Why or why not? If not, what changes would you propose to the for-
mula?

Answer. We do believe the current formula for distributing funds under Title I
and II, which was revised when the CARE Act was reauthorized in 1996, is effective
and works. In order to more fully understand and address the complex set of issues
associated with the allocation formulas, the Administration supports the authoriza-
tion of an Institute of Medicine study to examine the financing and delivery of HIV
services to low-income, under and uninsured persons with HIV.

Question. Do you think the current formula effectively sends funds to areas where
the AiDr)S epidemic is? Why or why not? If not, what changes would you propose
to make?

Answer. We believe the current formula effectively sends funds to areas where the
AIDS epidemic is. In order to more fully understand and address the complex set
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of issues associated with the allocation formulas, the Administration supports the
authorization of an Institute of Medicine study to examine the financing and deliv-
ery of HIV services to low-income, under and uninsured persons with HIV.

Question. What can HHS do to make certain that the funding is going to commu-
nities most impacted by the epidemic? What should Congress do?

Answer. As you already know, Congress appropriated additional funds to address
the needs of minority communities through the Congressional Black Caucus initia-
tive in both the fiscal year 1999 appropriation and the fiscal year 2000 appropria-
tion. The Agency allocated funds to communities based on the allocation process
specified in the report language accompanying the fiscal year 1999 appropriation
and is assessing the impact of these funds. In allocating these funds, grantees were
provided direction in the use of these funds. The fiscal year 2000 appropriation sig-
nificantly increased the amount of CARE Act funding designated for minority com-
munities.

We understand that the Senate is beginning to discuss Ryan White reauthoriza-
tion. We believe that this reauthorization can strengthen the Ryan White program’s
ability to ensure that funding is going to communities most impacted by the epi-
demic. This can be accomplished by considering changes to the Act that will focus
on methods for identifying and reaching HIV-positive individuals who are not cur-
rently receiving care, increasing the service capacity of providers in underserved
communities, and establishing increasingly accountable service networks.

BIDIS

Question. Given the widespread availability of bidis and their harmful health ef-
fects, it is especially important that bibis be included in all anti-tobacco programs.
What is HHS, FDA, and CDC doing to address the increasing use of bidis?

Answer. Research has shown that bidis are a significant health hazard to users,
leading to an increased risk of coronary heart disease and cancers of the mouth,
pharynx and larynx, lung, esophagus, stomach, and liver. One study found that a
bidi produces more than three times the amount of carbon monoxide and nicotine
and more than five times the amount of tar than a cigarette, when tested on a
standard smoking machine.

In 1996, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) published a final rule prohib-
iting the sale of cigarettes and smokeless tobacco products to minors. The Agency
has been enforcing the provision since 1997 in an enforcement partnership with
state and local governments.

Bidis are not ordinarily sold in conventional tobacco retail establishments. FDA
is carrying-out research to determine the types of retail outlets that are likely to
sell bidis; results are expected shortly. Once this information is available FDA can
then determine whether additional unannounced inspections should be conducted in
those establishments.

This is of course, contingent upon the Supreme Court’s review of FDA’s legal au-
thority to regulate tobacco and tobacco related products.

Recent trends related to bidi use among youth underscore the need for a greater
focus on preventing young people from ever starting to use bidis or any other to-
bacco product and to help young people to quit tobacco use. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC) continues to help States address the use of bidis and
other tobacco products through the implementation of comprehensive tobacco pre-
vention and control programs. In particular, CDC is working with States to develop
messages to inform the public about the health risks attributed to bidis use to refute
the notion that they are safer to smoke than cigarettes, explore ways to involve
young people and their families in efforts to prevent tobacco use to include bidis,
and survey teens in order to determine trends in bidis use.

There is still much to be done, but we have established dialogue and provide ongo-
ing technical assistance to the states and national organizations in their efforts to
effectively address all tobacco issues, including bidi use.

Question. Shouldn’t all bidis packages carry health warning labels? If so, what are
you doing to make certain this happens?

Answer. The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) is working with bidis manufactur-
ers and the U.S. Customs Department to ensure that health warning labels are
properly placed and appear on bidi packages imported into the U.S. Anecdotal evi-
dence indicates that some bidi packages imported and sold in the U.S. do not con-
tain health warning labels. The public is encouraged to notify the FTC if they ob-
serve bidi packages not containing health warning labels. The FTC should answer
further questions regarding the placement of the Surgeon General’s rotating health
warning labels on packs of bidis.
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Question. Shouldn’t they be sold with the same age restrictions as other tobacco
products? If so, what are you doing to make certain this happens?

Answer. Bidis are subject to the same age restrictions as other tobacco products.
Bidis are not safe and should never be considered a safe alternative to any form
of tobacco product including cigarettes, spit tobacco, cigars or pipes. Therefore, con-
cerns regarding the accessibility of bidis among youth are similar to minors’ access
issues for other tobacco products. Currently, bidis are available through the Inter-
net, tobacco shops, some ethnic food and convenient stores, and in selected health
siclores. Anecdotally, youth (under the age of 18) have little difficulty purchasing
them.

The Synar Amendment, enacted in 1992 and implemented by the Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), requires States to
enact and enforce laws prohibiting any manufacturer, retailer, or distributor from
selling or distributing tobacco products—including bidis—to individuals under the
age of 18. The goal of the amendment was to reduce the number of successful illegal
purchases by minors to no more than 20 percent of attempted buys by minors in
each State within a negotiated time period.

SAMHSA is working closely with the States to broaden their enforcement to in-
clude spit tobacco, cigars, bidis, etc. in addition to cigarettes. In addition SAMHSA
is conducting a series of State and regional studies to measure the availability of
these tobacco products to youth, and whether there are differences in retailers’ will-
ingness to sell to youth based on the type of tobacco product.

Question. How can we expand health services in underserved areas by reducing
}rai;ing? opportunities of qualified health professionals? Why did you propose to cut
unding?

Answer. The fiscal year 2001 budget will work to ensure a diverse workforce that
is adequately distributed. The request is $218 million, an $84 million reduction.
Within this overall funding level HRSA will focus resources on programs which will
help disadvantaged students and reflects the Administration’s goal to move away
from broad-based categorical programs. Within this level there is a $10 million in-
crease for the Centers of Excellence and the Health Careers Opportunity programs,
both of which have success in increasing diversity by recruiting and retaining prom-
ising racial and ethnic minority students in health professions training. Also in-
cluded in the total request is $80 million for the Children’s Hospitals Graduate Med-
ical Education (GME), doubling the funding available in fiscal year 2000. These
funds will raise the level of GME support for approximately 60 freestanding Chil-
dren’s Hospitals to be more consistent with other teaching hospitals.

NIH SALARY CAP

Question. Wouldn’t an increase in the NIH salary cap benefit biomedical research?

Answer. An increase in the NIH salary cap is unlikely to benefit biomedical re-
search directly. In those instances in which an institution chooses to provide a base
salary that exceeds the current statutory salary cap, an increase in the salary cap
could affect the amount of their own funds that research institutions have available
for the support of the government-university research enterprise. However, covering
the additional costs for those grants resulting from an increase in the NIH salary
cap could reduce the number of awards the NIH is able to make.

Question. Do you support an increase in the salary cap to Executive Level I?

Answer. In the fiscal year 2001 President’s Budget, the Administration proposes
to maintain the salary cap at Executive Level II.

STATE CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM (SCHIP) ENROLLMENT

Question. Why is enrollment in SCHIP so low?

Answer. In December 1999, HHS announced that enrollment in SCHIP was near-
ly 2 million for fiscal year 1999. This represents a doubling in enrollment since De-
cember 1998. We are pleased with States’ success in finding and enrolling these eli-
gible children.

Remember, SCHIP is still a relatively new program and now that all States have
programs approved, we expect to see further increases in enrollment once the pro-
grams are fully implemented.

States continue to engage in and improve upon outreach activities that will in-
crease the number of children enrolled in SCHIP. Furthermore, States continue to
submit plan amendments to expand the eligibility levels for their programs.

Question. What are the Department’s current efforts to improve enrollment and
decrease obstacles to enrollment in SCHIP?

Answer. The Administration’s FamilyCare coverage proposal builds on States’ op-
erating SCHIP programs by expanding SCHIP to parents. This will increase enroll-
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ment of children in the program because States would be required to cover children
up to 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Level before covering parents in fiscal year
2001-2005. Furthermore, we believe enrollment of children in SCHIP and Medicaid
will increase because children are more likely to be enrolled in health insurance if
their parents are also enrolled.

FamilyCare also permits States to pool allotments with employer contributions to-
ward the purchase of private coverage. Thus, families that would be eligible for
FamilyCare will be able to access their employers’ health plan as long as the em-
ployer contributes half the family premium costs and the health plan met
FamilyCare standards.

In addition to covering the parents of SCHIP and Medicaid eligible children, we
expect to cover an additional 400,000 uninsured children over the next 10 years
through several new tools, including:

—allowing school lunch programs to share eligibility information with Medicaid,

—expanding sites authorized to determine presumptive eligibility for SCHIP and

Medicaid,

—requiring States to make their Medicaid and SCHIP enrollment processes

equally simple.

Over the next 10 years, we expect to cover 4 million additional people, that is,
3.5 million new adults (parents of Medicaid-eligible children) and 500,000 new chil-
dren in Medicaid and SCHIP.

Question. What are the current efforts to ensure retention in the programs?

Answer. Since the welfare reform law was enacted in 1996, the Department has
issued guidance and other information to the States about how Medicaid eligibility
rules and procedures have been affected by welfare reform. Perhaps the most sig-
nificant was a detailed guide, released in March 1999, that sets forth the Federal
requirements and proposes a range of options that can promote enrollment among
eligible families, including those leaving welfare. This guidance made it clear that
transitional Medicaid is available to all families that would otherwise lose their
Medicaid coverage due to earnings. HCFA is working with States to ensure that eli-
gible families continue to receive Medicaid after they leave welfare without any gap
in coverage.

Through its Regional Offices, HCFA recently conducted on-site reviews in every
State and territory to examine current policies and practices with regard to Med-
icaid applications, eligibility and enrollment in the post-welfare reform environment.
One goal of this effort is to take the appropriate steps to ensure that eligible fami-
lies receive and retain Medicaid, including “transitional” Medicaid.

In addition, we will be synthesizing the findings from the site visits and devel-
oping a plan for the next steps, including technical assistance, corrective action if
appropriate, and best practices identified through our site visits.

On January 6, 2000 we released guidance advising States of the continued avail-
ability of Federal funds set aside in the 1996 welfare law to help States cover the
costs of adapting their Medicaid policies and systems to welfare reform changes. At
the end of last year, the Administration worked successfully with Congress to ex-
tend the life of this fund. Most States have a considerable amount of funds to use
for these purposes.

Finally, on April 7, 2000 we released guidance to ensure that eligible low-income
families are able to enroll and stay enrolled in Medicaid. The letter to State Med-
icaid Directors covers State responsibilities in three related areas: identifying and
reinstating people terminated improperly; processes for redeterminations for eligi-
bility; computerized eligibility systems.

REPORTS REQUESTED IN LAST YEAR’S APPROPRIATIONS LANGUAGE

Question. What is the status of these reports?
Answer. Reports will be submitted at a later date.
Question. When will we receive these reports?
Answer. Reports will be submitted at a later date.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE FUNDING

The budget calls for an increase of $192 million for the Indian Health Service.
While the increase in funding is appreciated, I fear it will not be enough to bring
Indian Health up to even minimal standards.

In 1998, the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior directed the Indian
Health Service to work with Tribes to address the question of funding equity for
Indians. That group used outside consultants with proven experience in actuarial
research and analysis. Using the Federal Employee Benefit Package (FEBP) as a
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model, the group analyzed funding for Indian Health in four defined Indian popu-
lations.

What the group found was that an additional $1.2 billion dollars would have been
needed in fiscal year 1999 to fully provide services comparable to those in the
FEBP. The average cost of providing the FEBP-like services is $2980 per American
Indian per year (of which approximately $750 is available from non-IHS sources
such as Medicaid, CHIP and Medicare.) The IHS currently has on average only
$1,200 of the needed residual amount of $2,230 per person per year.

Question. Congress asked for this funding study, the results are in. Why, then,
did the Administration not ask for more funding for the THS?

Answer. The Administration has proposed an increase of $230 million for the In-
dian Health Service as a step towards eliminating the disparities in health outcomes
which currently exist between Indian people and other Americans. This 10 percent
increase is the largest requested for the Indian Health Service in over two decades.

Much of the disparity in health outcomes is closely linked to poverty, unemploy-
ment, and lower levels of educational attainment in much of Indian country. To ad-
dress these problems, the Department’s budget includes a $96 million increase in
other programs targeted towards American Indians and Alaska Natives including
increases in Head Start, Child Care, tribal TANF, the Administration for Native
Americans and the Administration on Aging. The requested increase for the Admin-
istration for Native Americans is also the largest in over two decades. Looking at
the Administration’s entire budget for Native Americans, a total of $9.4 billion is
requested, an increase of $1.2 billion over fiscal year 2000.

Question. What can the Administration do to help me bridge this gap between
supply and demand?

Answer. The Administration has requested an increase of $1.2 billion in funds for
Native Americans for a total of $9.4 billion. HHS’s part of this request includes an
increase of $326 million in funding targeted to American Indians and Alaska Na-
tives for an HHS total of $3.5 billion. Funding requests for both HHS Agencies
which exclusively serve Native Americans-the Indian Health Service and the Ad-
ministration for Native Americans-are the largest in over two decades.

In addition to requesting increased funding, better inter-agency cooperation is an
important means of bridging this gap. The Health Care Financing Administration
has worked to increase Medicare and Medicaid collections at Indian Health Services
facilities by 103 percent since 1995. The Indian Health Service has recently entered
into collaborations with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the Head
Start Bureau, the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, the
National Institutes of Health, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Agriculture Depart-
ment, the Justice Department and the Veterans Administration.

Tribal consultation is also important to ensure that we understand the problems
of Indian communities and to assist these communities in accessing assistance from
all parts of the Department. In May of 1999, HHS held its first Department-wide
tribal budget consultation meeting, Leaders from 35 tribes and tribal organizations
presented recommendations covering the entire Department. Our second Depart-
ment-wide tribal budget consultation meeting is scheduled for this coming April.
The Deputy Secretary has also held a series of five regional meetings with tribal
leaders over the past year.

A fourth way to bridge this gap is through supporting tribal self-determination
efforts allowing tribes to provide their own health services under contract with the
Indian Health Service. A recent National Indian Health Board survey of tribal lead-
ers found that contracting tribes were significantly more likely to than non-con-
tracting tribes to believe that their health services had improved over the past three
years. The share of IHS’s budget going for tribally operated programs increased
from 28 percent in fiscal year 1993 to 44 percent in fiscal year 1999. To support
continued growth in tribal self-determination efforts, the Indian Health Service’s
budget includes an increase of $40 million for contract support costs.

CLINICAL TRIALS DATABASE

In 1997, Congress passed the FDA bill and included the Snowe-Feinstein bill re-
quiring HHS to establish a database and a 1-800 number for clinical trials so that
patients and doctors can find out what research trials are being conducted for seri-
ous and life-threatening diseases. It has been almost 3 years. I received a press re-
lease}:1 last night saying you announced the launch at 12:01 a.m. Thank you very
much.

Question. Is it operational? Can people now call an 800 number? Can they access
it via the Internet? Are all research trials on it? Federal, private, others?
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Answer. The ClinicalTrials.gov database is operational and available on the Web.
The strategy adopted by the NIH was first to develop, test, and implement an Inter-
net-accessible database of clinical trials; NIH is now investigating how best to im-
plement an 800 number. There are presently about 4,200 clinical trials in this first
phase of the database. These are primarily clinical trials sponsored by the NIH.
There are also several hundred privately sponsored trials in the database, primarily
related to AIDS and cancer. In the second phase of ClinicalTrials.gov, we will enter
many more clinical trials sponsored by other Federal agencies and private and com-
mercial trials.

Qulestio;l. When will it be completed? How often will it be updated? What took
it so long?

Answer. The ClinicalTrials.gov database will continue to evolve indefinitely as
new trials are added. The database is updated nightly as new data are received by
the NLM from the sponsors of clinical trials. The clinical trials database was man-
dated by the November 1997 FDA Modernization Act. After considering various op-
tions for implementation, NIH tasked the National Library of Medicine in Sep-
tember 1998 to create the database. During fiscal year 1999, the NLM worked expe-
ditiously to organize the 20-plus NIH institutes to establish standard data elements
for each clinical trial and to input the data for the first 4,200 NIH-supported clinical
;r;)ig%)s into the system. The database was released to the public on February 29,

CANCER REGISTRIES

Last September, the Sacramento Bee reported under a headline, “Retreat on Can-
cer,” that California’s landmark cancer registry is “slowing falling apart.” We were
the leader in efforts to track cancer at one time, dating back to the 1940s. But it’s
budget has been flat for a decade.

Question. Admittedly the State should put more resources into our cancer reg-
istry, but your proposal for funding cancer registries is flat for fiscal year 2001, at
$24 million. The American Cancer Society recommends an appropriation of $55 mil-
lion. Why aren’t you increasing funding for cancer registries?

Answer. As you know, developing a budget involved hard choices between deserv-
ing programs. The Department is working hard to improve cancer registries nation-
wide. The National Institutes of Health and the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention are working more closely than ever to provide good epidemiological infor-
mation on cancer. They will pool their cancer data resources and create a national
infrastructure for cancer control and surveillance activities. CDC’s National Pro-
gram of Cancer Registries (NPCR) and NIH’s SEER together cover virtually the en-
tire U.S. cancer patient population. CDC supports registries in 45 States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and three territories. The SEER program covers 5 States, 5 major
in?itropolitan areas, rural areas in one State, and selected populations of American

ndians.

The California Cancer Registry has participated as an enhancement state with
the CDC’s NPCR since 1994. On the basis of 1996 data, the California registry has
been certified by the North American Association of Central Cancer Registries for
its data completeness, timeliness, and quality. An example of California’s accom-
plishments with its limited resources is that the state routinely reports cancer rates
for Asian and Pacific Islanders and for Hispanics. These rates can then be compared
with the more readily available rates for whites and blacks. A recent registry report
suggested that the state’s tobacco control program may have helped decrease inci-
dence rates for lung cancer among women in racial and ethnic minority populations.

The California registry is one of eight registries participating in a special NPCR-
supported childhood cancer project to design, implement, and evaluate a method to
use data from a state population-based central registry to compute expected num-
bers of incident cancer cases in children. The registry will evaluate completeness of
its data and of other existing pediatric cancer databases, such as the Pediatric On-
cology Group/Children’s Cancer Group, by performing data linkage.

CANCER AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISK FACTORS

Question. NCI, NIEHS and CDC sponsor cancer research. Should we be doing
more on environmental risk factors for cancer?

Answer. The emergence of new research tools for clarifying how environmental
factors and susceptibility to cancer interrelate, has opened many new possibilities
for research on environmental risk factors. The NCI has identified “Genes and the
Environment” as a major scientific opportunity for cancer research for fiscal year
2001. Among the research areas for emphasis at both NCI and NIEHS are: identify
more fully the environmental causes of cancer using new epidemiologic and genetic
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approaches; identify genes that modify (increase or decrease) cancer risk, including
the risk resulting from environmental exposures; integrate information on genetic
susceptibility and environmental exposure to estimate cancer risks for individuals,
families, and populations; and develop new strategies for cancer prevention, early
detection, and treatment, building upon new knowledge about the genetic and envi-
ronmental determinants of risk.

The study of geographical variation in cancer rates has provided important clues
to the role of lifestyle and other environmental factors that affect cancer risk. A new
edition of the Atlas of Cancer Mortality in the United States from 1950-1994 was
recently published by the National Cancer Institute. The geographic patterns of can-
cer displayed in the atlas should help target further epidemiologic investigations
into the causes of cancer and to set priorities for public health activities aimed at
cancer prevention and control.

Epidemiology and Exposure Assessment

NCI and NIEHS have a long history of working together to explicate the role of
environmental factors in geographic variations in cancer mortality patterns, espe-
cially for breast cancer. This working relationship was established with the Congres-
sionally mandated Long Island Breast Cancer Study Project (LIBCSP) and the
Northeast/Mid-Atlantic Breast Cancer Program, both of which the Institutes have
co-funded. The latter program, comprised of highly productive research, focusing on
exposure to pesticides and related chemicals and electromagnetic frequency radi-
ation in relation to breast cancer risk, has been completed and a report has been
submitted to me.

Investigators on the Long Island Breast Cancer Study Project have explored new
ways to study the relationships between the environment and breast cancer. How-
ever, much remains to be learned about the role of environmental exposures and
other risk factors and their interaction with genes in promoting the development of
breast cancer. Beginning in mid-2000, a series of papers are expected to be pub-
lished that will address results of biomarker analyses, analysis of environmental
samples, and interview data on exposures both environmental and non-environ-
mental (e.g., diet, medications, medical irradiation, electromagnetic field radiation).

In 1999, NCI, in collaboration with NIEHS, convened an ad hoc advisory group
of experts from many disciplines to discuss the present status of environmental ex-
posure assessments and cancer epidemiology. Considerations for advancing the field
during the next five years were summarized, focusing on research needs and new
research directions. NCI and NIEHS program staff are currently preparing a re-
quest for applications (RFA) on exposure assessment incorporating the discussions
at that meeting. It is expected that the RFA will be issued and funded in fiscal year
2000.

An RFA issued by NCI and NIEHS, entitled “Regional Variation in Breast Cancer
Rates in the United States,” launched new projects in which investigative teams are
using statistical and epidemiologic methods to investigate factors that may influ-
ence, contribute to, or account for the reported differences in breast cancer incidence
and mortality rates across different geographic regions. Data on women residing in
California, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, lowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mex-
ico, Washington, Wisconsin, and Utah will be analyzed. A supplement to an ongoing
study in New York is evaluating the effect of electromagnetic field radiation (EMF)
on breast cancer risk. The results of these studies will be critically assessed to help
direct the future research agenda on the environment and cancer.

The NCI and CDC have worked collaboratively in several areas, including cancer
surveillance. A recent Memorandum of Understanding lays out areas for future
growth and development of this collaboration. NCI will support CDC’s efforts to en-
hance state-specific use of cancer surveillance systems for cancer control and to de-
velop appropriate risk communications tools for use with public inquiries about can-
cer rates and trends.

The NCI's Epidemiology and Genetics Research Program (EGRP) was a co-sponsor
of four initiatives led by the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) within CDC. The NCI component supported the environmental and/or oc-
cupational exposure assessments for epidemiologic studies of cancer.

In response to two of these initiatives, entitled “Implementation of the National
Occupational Research Agenda” and “Mechanistic-Based Cancer Risk Assessment
Methods,” four new grants were awarded to develop and/or improve methods for as-
sessing past environmental and occupational exposures that could be associated
with geographically related cancers, including breast cancer. Research of this type
(called exposure assessment) is important in understanding breast cancer for two
reasons. First, we must be able to link breast cancer development to a carcinogen
exposure that occurred years before the diagnosis; and second, we must be able to
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obtain environmental data for assessing the role of gene-environment interactions
in the etiology of breast cancer.

Intramural Geographic Information System Projects

A new area that offers some promising technologic methods for assessing the im-
pact of environment on cancer is the Geographic Information Systems (GIS). NCI
has completed several intramural projects designed to develop methods to use GIS
in estimating exposure to crops sprayed with pesticides, drinking water contami-
nants, and measures of proximity to industries that release toxic substances. Meth-
ods to identify populations potentially exposed to agricultural pesticides using re-
mote sensing and a GIS were evaluated. Several future efforts are planned to fur-
ther examine the usefulness of GIS in cancer-related studies. Researchers will
evaluate the accuracy of several “address-matching algorithms” that determine the
geographic location of respondents in health-related studies, and a comparison will
be made of household levels of pesticides in dust with proximity measures to pes-
ticide-treated crops, as estimated by GIS methods. A “pesticide drift model” will be
incorporated into GIS estimates of pesticide exposures among persons living adja-
cent to crop fields sprayed with pesticides.

In studies of cancer etiology, GIS methods will be used to help evaluate geo-
graphic patterns in prostate cancer mortality in relation to nitrate levels in drinking
water and pesticide use. A GIS will be used to map populations in the Platte River
Valley usingpublic and private water supplies and to estimate nitrate exposure in
drinking water to evaluate associations with rates of several cancers. In a study of
bladder cancer, Global Positioning System measurements will be collected and loca-
tional information will be used to link residences to information on water quality
in existing databases and to evaluate proximity to industries and industrial releases
of toxic substances.

Environmental Genome Project and Gene Expression Technology

The many rapid advances in technologies for molecular genetics research are pro-
viding new opportunities to understand the genetic basis for individual differences
in susceptibility to environmental exposure and how exposure and susceptibility
interrelate to the development of diseases like cancer. The NIEHS has established
a research program on genetic susceptibility to environmentally-associated diseases
through its Environmental Genome Project, which is aimed at the identification of
allelic variants (polymorphisms) of environmental disease susceptibility genes in the
U.S. population, the development of a central database of polymorphisms for these
genes, and population-based studies of gene-environment interaction in disease eti-
ology. By identifying those genes and allelic variants that affect individual response
to environmental agents, scientists can better predict health risks and assist regu-
latory agencies in the development of policies on environmental protection policies.
As previously mentioned, NCI has identified “Genes and the Environment” as a
major scientific opportunity in cancer research for fiscal year 2001. We are only be-
ginning to amass these data, and much more work is needed.

cDNA microarrays are tools that can be used to analyze changes in patterns of
gene expression that contribute to cancer development. This technology may revolu-
tionize the way problems in environmental health are investigated. Given that expo-
sures to different classes of toxicants result in distinct patterns of altered gene ex-
pression, microarray technology can be utilized to categorize and classify these ef-
fects through the direct comparison of gene expression patterns in control samples
versus those treated with toxicants. In defined model systems, treatment with
known toxic and carcinogenic agents, such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons,
dioxin-like compounds, peroxisome proliferators, oxidant stress, or estrogenic chemi-
cals, may provide a gene expression “signature” on a microarray which represents
the cellular response to these agents. These same systems can then be treated with
unknown, agents under suspicion, to determine if one or more of these standard sig-
natures is elicited. This approach will also help elucidate an agent’s mechanism of
action and may also be used to detect changes in exposed human populations, infor-
mation essential for the risk assessment process. cDNA microarrays also hold prom-
ise for the determination of interactions between combinations of agents (e.g., dioxin
and estrogen). It is also likely that new molecular targets of toxic or carcinogenic
action will be identified, and that these new targets may be good candidates for
analysis in the Environmental Genome Project. NIEHS and NCI each have estab-
lished the capacity to do ¢cDNA microarray technology. In a collaborative research
project with the National Human Genome Research Institute; NIEHS is developing
custom c¢cDNA arrays or “chips” that comprise human ¢cDNA clones oriented toward
the detection of the expression of genes involved in responses to toxic insult. The
initial “ToxChip” we have designed includes genes for xenobiotic metabolizing en-
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zymes, cell cycle components, oncogenes, tumor suppressor genes, DNA repair genes,
estrogen-responsive genes, oxidative stress genes, and genes known to be involved
in apoptotic cell death. Plans call for this technology to be available eventually to
both intramural and extramural scientists on a collaborative basis. NCI has been
actively promoting and funding the use of DNA microarray technology into the ex-
tramural community through a variety of approaches. The NIEHS is also working
to enhance capacity for cDNA microarray technology in research institutions.

By exploiting recent advances in human genetics and recombinant DNA tech-
nology, we can develop animal models and in vitro assay systems to identify carcino-
gens and toxicants in a matter of weeks rather than years, with considerable sav-
ings in terms of money and use of animals. Using ¢cDNA microarray technology, for
example, toxicologists may be able to expose cells or tissues to chemicals whose tox-
icity 1s unknown and match the results against the “signature,” or common set of
changes in gene expression, produced by a known class of toxicants. This would re-
duce the need for lengthy and expensive rodent bioassays and could lend itself to
testing the effects of low-dose as well as long-term exposure. The use of cDNA
microarray technology to assess changes in gene expression in response to specific
environmental exposures is a rapidly growing research area that will have a large
impact on the environmental health sciences, including molecular epidemiology, and
drug discovery. It is appropriate that the development and validation of this new
application to environmental health science is being led by the NIEHS since this
technology could revolutionize the field. Similarly the leadership of the NCI in ap-
plying this new technology, in cancer research, will speed new discoveries of envi-
ronmental factors that contribute to cancer.

Also, it is now possible to modify genes in animals thus orchestrating the carcino-
genic process. For example, incorporation of a chemically inducible oncogene into the
germline produces animals with multiple copies of the modified gene in all the cells
of the organism. Conversely, one can delete one copy of a gene that acts as a tumor
suppressor. Such so-called transgenic animals are much more responsive to carcino-
genic exposures. In preliminary studies, a carcinogen can be identified in these ani-
mals in six months (rather than two years). NIEHS has taken the lead to establish
a major collaborative effort involving the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the pharmaceutical and chemical manu-
facturing industry, and two foreign governments (Japan and the Netherlands) to
validate the four transgenic mouse models currently available for their capacity to
predict carcinogenicity.

The NCI is planning to augment its Mouse Models of Human Cancer Consortium
to develop new experimental models that parallel human cancer related genes, path-
ways and processes. The use of model systems, particularly the mouse with its pow-
erful genetics, will elucidate the genetic basis of the etiology of cancer. The NIEHS
is establishing Comparative Mouse Genomic Centers which will focus on developing
mouse models for studying the biological function of variants of DNA repair and
control genes, found in the human population. Having identified relevant genes in
the mouse, we can then assess whether the comparable human genes contribute to
the cause of human cancer. Manipulating the genetics of the mouse experimentally
will enable us to decipher not just the major genetic risk factors, but also those
whose effects on risk are more subtle. To find these same less penetrant genetic ef-
fectors in human populations will require much more time and the accumulation of
very large populations. Transgenic mice also afford the opportunity to test the con-
tributions of nutrients and endogenous and exogenous environmental factors in can-
cer etiology.

Question. Isn’t it well established that cancer can develop from the interaction of
genes and the environment (broadly defined)?

Answer. The importance of lifestyle and other environmental exposures as causes
of cancer is unquestionable. The pivotal role of environment is reflected in the sub-
stantial variation in cancer incidence around the world and in the changes in risk
observed among groups that migrate and become acculturated in a new host coun-
try. Furthermore, epidemiologic research has succeeded in identifying a wide range
of factors that affect cancer risk, including tobacco use, dietary components, sun-
light, ionizing radiation, environmental chemicals, infectious agents, obesity, exer-
cise, and hormones. Nevertheless, the causes of many cancers remain elusive. While
improved approaches to measuring exposures will provide new insights, it is clear
that the environment represents only part of the equation in determining who is
susceptible to cancer. It is also important to understand cancer susceptibility. For
example, why does one person with a cancer-causing exposure (such as smoking or
infection with human papillomavirus) develop cancer while another does not?

Viewing such questions through the lens of genetics promises to provide insights
into these apparent paradoxes. The scientific investment in cancer genetics, initially
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focused on the intensive study of rare cancer-prone families, already has paid huge
dividends. These studies have opened a unique window into the basic mechanisms
of cancer, with benefits extending well beyond the rare families from which they
were derived. This is because the genes identified by these studies are altered forms
of normal genes involved in key biochemical pathways controlling fundamental cell
processes. It has become clear that these same pathways contribute to the develop-
ment and progression of the more common, non-hereditary forms of cancer. Despite
evidence that one’s genetic makeup may influence susceptibility or even resistance
to cancer-causing exposures, only recently have the tools become available to sys-
tematically determine how variations in these genes combine with environmental
and other factors to induce cancer in the general population.

Question. What is the right balance?

Answer. It is difficult to answer since NIH is striving to understand the causes
of cancer through a comprehensive evaluation of genetic and environmental deter-
minants as well as their interactions. In particular, by incorporating recent major
advances in molecular genetics into epidemiologic studies, it will be possible to gain
not only insight into genetic susceptibility but also a more complete understanding
of the specific lifestyle and other environmental exposures that are mediated
through genetic pathways and affect the risk of developing cancer.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL
HEALTH STATUS OF AMERICAN INDIANS

Question. It is my understanding that you have made statements regarding your
support of efforts to improve the health status of American Indians and Alaskan Na-
tives and that one of your most recent public statements was made last July to a
number of tribal leaders here in Washington. Could you clarify what role you see
the Department of Health and Human Services, outside of the Indian Health Serv-
ice, taking in these efforts?

Answer. A major goal of both the Department and the Administration is the elimi-
nation of racial disparities in health outcomes. Accomplishing this goal will require
substantial improvements in health outcomes for Native Americans who suffer a
greater disease burden than other Americans. The Indian Health Service has pri-
mary responsibility for improving Native American health outcomes but many other
parts of HHS also have a role to play. For example, the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration has worked to increase Medicare and Medicaid collections at Indian
Health Services facilities by 103 percent since 1995. The Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration,
and the National Institutes of Health all collaborate with the Indian Health Serv-
ices, assist Indian communities directly, and or conduct research into diseases and
health conditions affecting Native Americans. While it is not a health Agency, the
Administration on Children and Families supports empowerment and economic de-
velopment of Indian communities through programs such as Head Start, Child Care,
Social and Economic Development Strategy grants, and support for Tribes running
their own TANF and Child Support Enforcement programs.

To ensure that all parts of the Department play their part, we hosted our first
annual Department-wide tribal budget consultation meeting last May. This annual
meeting is called for in our policy on Consultation with American Indian/Alaska Na-
tive Tribes and Indian Organizations. Our second annual meeting is scheduled for
next April.

Question. I have heard that it was a Department view that Indian health issues
were the responsibility of the Indian Health Service. Can you tell me how you ex-
pect a direct health service organization to research the causes of disease among In-
dian people or to test new prevention efforts for Indian people when, by all accounts,
it cannot even fund the services necessary to treat existing health problems that
occur in American Indian and Alaskan Native people?

Answer. The Indian Health Service has primary responsibility for improving the
health status of American Indians and Alaska Natives but many other parts of HHS
also have a role to play. The Indian Health Service has demonstrated its ability to
make significant improvements in Indian health, for example reducing maternal
and infant mortality by more than two thirds since the early 1970s. In order to con-
tinue these improvements, we have requested a ten percent increase for the Indian
Health Service, the largest requested increase for this Agency in over two decades.
The total amount request for all Health and Human Service programs targeted to
American Indians and Alaska Natives is $3.05 billion, an increase of eleven percent
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over fiscal year 2000. The request for the Administration for Native Americans is
also the largest increase requested for that Agency in over two decades.

The Grants for Special Diabetes Program for Indians offers a good example of the
work done by other HHS Agencies to assist the Indian Health Service. The Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention works with this program to ascertain the epide-
miology of diabetes, provide technical assistance to tribal Diabetes Program grant-
ees and helps to establish partnerships between grantees and State Diabetes Con-
trol Programs. Much of our information about type two diabetes and its impact of
on Indian communities comes from ongoing cooperative studies between the Pima
tribe and the National Institutes of Health. The National Institutes of Health and
the Indian Health Services are cosponsors of a national multi-center study to deter-
mine if type two diabetes can be prevented in those at high risk for the disease.
Volunteers from four Indian communities are participating in this study.

Question. Aren’t there agencies located within the Department of Health and
Human Services which specifically research the causes of disease and test preven-
tion efforts that would be better able to handle those activities?

Answer. The Indian Health Service was created to carry-out the Federal Govern-
ment’s commitment to deliver health services to Federally recognized American In-
dians and Alaska Natives. It has demonstrated its ability to make significant im-
provements in Indian health, for example reducing maternal and infant mortality
by more than two thirds since the early 1970s. Other HHS Agencies address the
health care needs of all Americans but they do so by focusing on differing areas:
research at the National Institutes of Health, mental health and substance abuse
at the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, disease control
and prevention at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Each of these
agencies addresses the health care needs of Indian people as part of its overall mis-
sion and each assists the Indian Health Service in its delivery of health services to
Federally recognized American Indians and Alaska Natives. For example research
at the National Institutes of Health has provided much of our information about
type two diabetes and its impact of on Indian communities. The National Institutes
of Health and the Indian Health Services are cosponsors of a national multi-center
study to determine if type two diabetes can be prevented in those at high risk for
the disease. Volunteers from four Indian communities are participating in this
study. In addition to its work on diabetes, the National Institutes of Health supports
the study of other disease in Indian populations such as asthma and lung cancer.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has established the National Diabe-
tes Prevention Center to address the epidemic of diabetes in Indian country, works
with tribes and tribal organizations to reduce breast and cervical cancer mortality
and is conducting studies to better control several Indian health problems including
Hantavirus, Hepatitis A and Pneumococcal infections. The Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration provides funds to tribes and tribal organiza-
tions to plan and evaluate systems of mental health care, prevent substance abuse,
work with high risk youth, and provide substance abuse treatment services.

HANTAVIRUS

Question. 1 recently picked up the Washington Post and read a story alleging that
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention had diverted millions of dollars of
funds slated for hantavirus research to other work. I know that several of my col-
leagues are concerned about the way CDC officials handled the original hantavirus
outbreak, and now we hear that the same agency has been diverting millions of dol-
lars of money it has claimed was used on hantavirus research, contrary to Congres-
sional reports. Have you been able to determine exactly how much was diverted
form the hantavirus research program?

Answer. CDC made a mistake by not informing Congress of the need to use some
of the hantavirus funding for other deadly infectious diseases, including ebola, lassa
fever and Nipah virus. We have commissioned an external firm,
PriceWaterhouseCoopers, to conduct an audit to determine specifically how the
hantavirus funds were spent in fiscal year 1999. In the fiscal year 2001 Congres-
sional Justification, CDC has proposed changes related to the hantavirus line to
more accurately reflect that these resources will be used for hantavirus and other
special pathogens.

In order to prevent such a situation from reoccurring, we have established the fol-
lowing corrective action plan:

—The Department’s Chief Financial Officer (CFO) will review and certify, along
with CDC’s Financial Management Office (FMO), the correctness of all of the
National Center for Infectious Diseases’ (NCID) financial obligations through
the remainder of fiscal year 2000.
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—The Department’s CFO will ensure that all senior decision-makers in the NCID
will receive certified budget execution and financial management training.

—CDC has initiated an external review of their fiscal management practices,
similar to the review done at NIH, to be completed in six months. The results
0{ this analysis will be communicated to Congress as soon as the review is com-
plete.

—CDC program managers will conduct a top to bottom review of CDC’s 133 pro-
grams and projects to make sure there are no other areas of concern. During
a 90-day period, CDC managers will be able to fully and openly identify any
area for which there may be a discrepancy between actual expenditures and the
information provided to Congress. This information will be reported to Con-
gress.

—CDC has commissioned Price Waterhouse Coopers, a firm of independent audi-
tors, to thoroughly examine its hantavirus expenditures. The results will be
communicated to Congress immediately upon completion.

—CDC has appointed a new Acting Director for the Division of Viral and Rickett-
sial Diseases while CDC seeks new leadership for its’ viral disease programs.

INDIAN HEALTH RESEARCH

Question. The President’s request unveiled an initiative to improve the lot of the
“First Americans”. Yet at least one proposed program in the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention which would specifically fund research benefitting American
Indians/Alaskan Natives, originally proposed as $40 million program, was first
slashed by 75 percent, then zeroed out as the budget process played out. Can you
explain why this program was such a low priority considering this ambitious “initia-
tive?”

Answer. Our fiscal year 2001 request includes significant budget increases, six
percent for the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and ten percent for the
Indian Health Service. While a separate grant program for Tribes was not included
in CDC, funding is requested for similar activities in both the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention and the Indian Health Service.

Our request for the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention includes $35 mil-
lion for Racial and Ethnic Approaches to Community Health to support community
demonstrations to eliminate health disparities. Of the 32 grantees who received
funding to plan these demonstration, one was an Indian Tribe and two others fo-
cused on health disparities of American Indians and Alaska Natives. Our $35 mil-
lion request also includes an increase of $1.5 million to fund eight to ten Core Ca-
pacity Grants for American Indian and Alaska Native organizations. The Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention is also working with tribes and tribal organiza-
tions to address diseases such as diabetes and breast and cervical cancer.

Our request for the Indian Health Service, the largest requested increase in over
two decades, includes $230 million in total additional funding to increase access to
health care and reduce the gap in health disparities. Included in this total increase
is $11.5 million for Preventive Health activities, including Public Health Nursing,
Health Education, and tribal Community Health Representatives; $41 million to in-
crease purchase of health care from the private sector, $40 million to provided con-
tract support costs for tribes operating their own health programs, and $3 million
for grants to improve the basic public health infrastructure of tribes enabling them
to conduct effective community based injury prevention programs. Grants would be
provided to approximately 25 tribes.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE BUDGET

Question. Did you consult with Tribes or Tribal representatives in the develop-
ment of the Department of Health and Human Services budget, outside of the In-
dian Health Service? Did you consult with Tribes or Tribal representatives regard-
ing the budget of the NIH or the CDC? Who did you consult with and what was
the extent of your consultation?

Answer. In August of 1997, HHS issued its first Department-wide policy on con-
sultation with American Indian and Alaska Native tribes and Indian organizations.
Under this policy, each Operating Division-including the Indian Health Service-de-
velops its own tribal consultation plan. Budget matters are generally considered to
be critical for consultation.

In May of 1999, HHS held its first Department-wide tribal budget consultation
meeting prior to developing its fiscal year 2001 budget submission. Leaders from 35
tribes and tribal organizations met with members of the HHS Budget Review Board
making recommendations covering the entire Department. This coming April, we
will hold our second Department-wide tribal budget consultation meeting to consider
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the fiscal year 2002 budget submission. As part of our consultation process, the Dep-
uty Secretary has held a series of five regional meetings with tribal leaders over
the past year.

INDIAN HEALTH RESEARCH

Question. I see in your budget justification that there are a number of specific re-
search initiatives for racial and ethnic groups, but I did not see any that were di-
rected only toward a single American Indian or Alaskan Natives health issue. For
example, there is a cancer research effort at the University of Hawaii which focuses
on the high cancer incidence among Native Hawaiians, and a study of the excessive
prevalence of high blood pressure among African Americans. Yet I did not come
across a single initiative that targets a disease that uniquely affects American Indi-
ans. Can you explain?

Answer. In general, the Department does not request funds for initiatives tar-
geting diseases which affect particular racial and ethnic groups. One exception, of
course is the $230 million increase we have requested for the Indian Health Service
to improve the health of Federally recognized American Indians and Alaska Natives.
While funding in our other health agencies is not specifically requested for diseases
uniquely affecting American Indians, these agencies do carry-out specific activities
which improve the health of Native Americans. For example research at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health has provided much of our information about type two dia-
betes and its impact on Indian communities. In addition to its work on diabetes,
the National Institutes of Health supports the study of other disease in Indian popu-
lations such as asthma and lung cancer. In fiscal year 2000, NIH estimates it will
spend a total of $98 million on research into diseases and health conditions affecting
American Indians and Alaska Natives. The Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion is also addressing a number of diseases as they affect Indian people including
diabetes, breast and cervical cancer, Hantavirus, Hepatitis A and Pneumococcal in-
fections. In fiscal year 1999, CDC spent about $21 million for American Indians and
Alaska Natives. The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
provides funds to tribes and tribal organizations to plan and evaluate systems of
mental health care, prevent substance abuse, work with high risk youth, and pro-
vide substance abuse treatment services. In fiscal year 2000, the Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administrations estimates it will provide a total of $64
million for American Indians and Alaska Natives.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH/DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PARTNERSHIP

Secretary Shalala, as you are aware the fiscal year 2000 Labor-HHS Appropria-
tions Bill contained a provision urging the Director of NIH to establish a pilot pro-
gram to ensure the National Institutes of Health may benefit from technologies de-
veloped within the Department of Energy weapons programs in terms of their po-
tential to enhance health sciences and improve medical care. The Pilot seeks to en-
sure that technologies developed within the nuclear weapons program, as well as
other programs, of the Department of Energy are carefully evaluated for their im-
pact on the health sciences, with the goal of achieving clinical applications and im-
proved national health care.

Question. What is the status of the NIH/DOE Medical Technology Partnerships?

Answer. NIH is evaluating the adequacy of current interagency collaborations and
the applicability of DOE laboratory technical resources and capabilities to improving
human health and quality of life. In the area of biomedical engineering, the NIH
research institutes and centers have been made aware of DOE laboratory capabili-
ties and biomedical research programs to through the Bioengineering Consortium
(BECON) of which DOE has been a member since 1997. A meeting was held on Jan-
uary 18, 2000, between the staff of the NIH Office of Extramural Research and rep-
resentatives of the DOE’s Office of Science to discuss specific areas of interagency
cooperation in bioengineering research and training. Possible joint research funding
initiatives were identified and are being pursued. Potential interagency training and
personnel sharing opportunities were discussed, as were ways for DOE staff to be-
come more familiar with and involved in NIH research programs. With regard to
the weapons laboratories, a meeting of NIH Office of Extramural Research staff,
NIH research institute staff, key DOE weapons laboratory technical representatives,
and DOE Headquarters personnel was held on February 24, 2000, to identify areas
of potential collaboration and ways to facilitate more effective interaction.
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At the upcoming April 19, 2000, BECON meeting, DOE’s Office of Science will
make a presentation to NIH staff to provide further information on DOE’s labora-
tory biomedical technology capabilities within its bioengineering program. NIH staff
will also be attending and participating in the DOE Bioengineering Contractor’s
Meeting scheduled for May 16-18, 2000, in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Based on the
results of these meetings and current NIH/DOE collaborative efforts, an evaluation
will be made of the need for a formal interagency partnership and appropriate fol-
low-up actions initiated.

Question. What other steps are being taken by NIH to ensure that technologies
being developed by other Federal agencies are identified for possible medical/re-
search applications?

Answer. Since 1997, the NIH’s Bioengineering Consortium (BECON) has provided
a link with other Federal agencies in areas associated with applications of engineer-
ing/physical science technologies and principles to biomedicine. To ensure that tech-
nologies developed by other Federal agencies are identified for possible medical ap-
plications, BECON actively facilitates interagency communication, sponsors bio-
engineering symposia, and coordinates NIH participation in interagency bio-
engineering initiatives. To directly communicate biomedical research progress and
directions to NIH staff, other Federal agencies (e.g., DARPA, NSF, and DOE) are
invited to provide presentations during the regular monthly BECON meetings which
are open to the public. BECON also coordinates NIH participation in interagency
biomedical initiatives such as the Interagency Working Group on Nanotechnology
(IWGN), the Multi-Agency Tissue Engineering Science (MATES) Working Group,
and the Bioengineering Materials and Applications (BEMA) Roundtable. Informa-
tion on these types of activities is shared with BECON members during regular
monthly meetings. To afford engineering and physical science researchers at all Fed-
eral agencies opportunities to make the biomedical community aware of technologies
that could have possible biomedical applications, BECON sponsors major annual
bioengineering symposia that are open to all interested participants. Finally, the
BECON has developed and maintains a Web site aimed at providing information
on all aspects of biomedical engineering (including technology development) to the
general public, scientific community, and Consortium members.

DIABETES

Question. Diabetes contributes to approximately 200,000 deaths each year and is
the leading cause of blindness, kidney failure and lower-limb amputations. The dis-
ease costs the nation $105 billion annually in direct and indirect costs. Today CDC
operates only 16 comprehensive diabetes programs. Does CDC have any plan to ex-
pand this program in a phased fashion to all 50 States? What will in take in your
professional judgment to reach all 50 States?

Answer. The overall financial constraints in the fiscal year 2001 budget forced
many hard choices in public health and other programs. One of those hard choices
was whether to increase the number of comprehensive diabetes programs, or fund
other pressing needs. CDC currently provides funding for diabetes programs in 50
States; 16 comprehensive programs with average funding of $800,000 each, and 34
capacity-building programs. CDC also carries out a wide range of surveillance, ap-
plied research, and public education activities that are essential in making its part-
nership with the States effective. The $51 million requested in the budget will en-
able CDC to continue making significant progress in reducing the burden of diabe-
tes. CDC has estimated that, absent competing needs in CDC and other agencies,
its diabetes program could make good use of up to about twice that amount.

NIH BUDGET

Question. In recent years, NIH has recommended to Congress allocations that
generally spread the funding increase evenly among institutes. This method of fund-
ing causes smaller institutes that also have viable research opportunities to lack the
necessary monies to fund important research. Do you think that across-the-board
percentage allocations every year adequately fund all new scientific opportunities?
How about funding new scientific opportunities in those institutes who receive les-
sor funding? How do automatic across-the-board percentage allocations really reflect
new discoveries?

Answer. This is a time of great productivity in the biological sciences. Many fields
of medical research deserve increased financial support and could move faster with
more funds. However, historical factors and the level of research funds already com-
mitted to grant recipients leave a relatively small fraction of each year’s appropria-
tion that can effect changes in funding policies. Since resources are not infinite, pro-
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viding considerable funds to a particular area of emphasis limits what is available
to others.

Allocations to the Institutes and Centers do vary to reflect many factors and con-
sultations. Decisions that affect resource allocation or priorities at the NIH, includ-
ing distribution of funds among the ICs; how much to devote to a certain discipline,
disease, or grant mechanism; or which applicants to fund are influenced by several
factors:

—An obligation to respond to public health needs, as judged by the incidence, se-
verity, and cost of specific disorders. However, calculations of public health
needs are difficult, and the results cannot be correlated with research spending
in a simple manner.

—A commitment to support work of the highest scientific caliber. A basic tenet
of our stewardship is the pledge to maximize the return on the public’s invest-
ment in research; to do this, we demand that all requests for support pass strin-
gent peer review in regard to scientific quality.

—A responsibility to seize the scientific opportunities that offer the best prospects
to develop new knowledge and lead to better health. As administrators of
science, we have learned that the most significant and rapid advances are likely
to occur when new findings, often serendipitous, lead to expansion of other re-
search opportunities.

—A need to maintain a diverse portfolio that supports work in many scientific dis-
ciplines and on a wide range of diseases. Because we cannot know when major
discoveries will occur and what opportunities they will create, it is important
to support ongoing research across a broad frontier.

—An obligation to insure a strong scientific infrastructure, with a high quality
workforce and excellent research facilities. Productive science cannot be done
without well-trained investigators and modern equipment and laboratories.

NIH BUDGET

Question. Dr. Varmus was very fond of saying “research in one area would lead
to discoveries in other areas.” How, then, are these promising areas being applied
to those diseases that receive less funding?

Answer. Research probes and seeks to understand the unknown. The scientific in-
sights that provide a basis for solutions usually accumulate over many years, and
often are derived from the efforts of investigators from diverse disciplines with ex-
pertise in specific areas of science working on and communicating about differing
facets of a problem. Medical discovery is marked by stops and starts, and a vital
interplay among theories or questions (hypotheses), experimental evidence, and clin-
ical observations. It is very hard—if not impossible—to predict the next discovery
or to anticipate what advancement in prevention, treatment or diagnosis of one dis-
ease will be applicable to new knowledge about another, seemingly unrelated, dis-
ease.

NIH’s medical research program is a diverse and continually evolving portfolio
that reflects the agency’s obligation to respond to public health needs, commitment
to supporting research of the highest scientific caliber, and judgment as to the sci-
entific opportunities that offer the best prospects for gaining new knowledge and
better health. Sometimes scientists, when exploring the fundamental mysteries of
the cell, know at the outset of their research that its findings will be applicable to
understanding many diseases. For example, scientists hard at work determining the
structure and electrochemical properties of a specialized pore, called the potassium
channel, that helps regulate heart rhythm know that this information will be used
in physiologic investigations of potassium channels, which are critical for many bod-
ily functions, besides regulating the heartbeat, such as nerve signaling, digestion,
and insulin release. A better understanding of potassium channels may help sci-
entlists develop drugs to treat diseases ranging form heart ailments to diabetes to
epilepsy.

However, despite our best efforts to ascribe or assign research to a particular dis-
ease or condition, the serendipitous nature of science makes it hard to predict, with
any real certainty, just which diseases will benefit from a particular line of inves-
tigation. Although different disease processes vary in their nature and complexity,
they often have some commonalities. The progress made in understanding one dis-
ease often yields new ways of thinking about the etiology of another, seemingly un-
related, disease. Thus, new knowledge gained from one line of research may help
re-frame or re-focus the entire approach being used to solve the most perplexing
problems associated with understanding a totally different disease. For example,
cancer is a disease which has its origin in the function, or malfunction, of the most
fundamental process, cell division, and the enzymes that affect the process. New
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knowledge about the function of enzymes in cancer cells can have and indeed, has
had a profound effect on scientists’ understanding of other diseases that may also
have their origins in similar enzyme malfunctions, such as inherited metabolic dis-
eases. Similarly, new information about how some osteoporosis drugs for
osteoporosis preserve the integrity of bones, have suggested that these same drugs
might be useful in reducing the spread or metastasis of prostate and colon cancers
to bone.

A surprising example of this kind of cross-fertilization started in the area of car-
diovascular disease. Years of research focused on the formation of new blood vessels
as a means of improving circulation in patients with atherosclerosis (hardening of
the arteries). Researchers now have taken this knowledge and applied it to a totally
different goal—if we knew how to promote the formation of new blood vessels, could
we block their formation? And would this not impede the growth of tumor cells,
which, like all living cells need a blood supply to survive and grow. This effect, then
set cardiovascular researchers to look at the role of blood vessel formation. They
found that such formation promoted the development of plaques that blocked the
flow of blood. This intersection of scientific discoveries has now set researchers on
a course to identify ways to block this effect and to develop new therapies for im-
proving circulatory diseases. These stories are not unique in the annals of innova-
tion and scientific discovery.

In addition to basic research yielding discoveries that can be applied in many dif-
ferent areas, discoveries from research in one specific disease area often prove to
be related to other diseases. For example, AIDS research is unraveling the mys-
teries surrounding many other infectious, malignant, neurologic, autoimmune, and
metabolic diseases. AIDS research has provided an entirely new way to design drugs
and to treat viral infections. The development of the new “flu” drug, RelenzaTm
(zanamivir), which directly benefitted from AIDS research. Another drug developed
to treat AIDS is now the most effective therapy for chronic hepatitis B infection.
Drugs developed to prevent and treat AIDS-associated opportunistic infections also
provide benefit to patients undergoing cancer chemotherapy or receiving therapy to
prevent rejection of transplants. AIDS research also is providing new understanding
of the relationship between viruses and cancer.

One line of investigation often yields several potential and unpredicted new uses,
which can be applied to the treatment or prevention of more than one disease. Thus,
because scientific findings cross disease lines, so does the distinction or attribution
of research investment and discovery cross Institute and Center lines.

Question. Don’t automatic across-the-board increases for every institute each year
actually pit one disease against another? By allowing large institutes to grow at the
same rate as small institutes, aren’t you actually ignoring many potential scientific
opportunities in the smaller ones? Doesn’t this prevent NIH from following their
own stated research funding criteria meant to identify areas of greatest need and
greatest potential?

Answer. Decisions that affect resource allocation or priorities at the NIH, includ-
ing the distribution of funds among the ICs; how much to devote to a certain dis-
cipline, disease, or grant mechanism; or which applicants to fund are influenced by
the numerous factors outlined above. Advice is solicited from and provided by a
large number of individuals and groups, including the members of the scientific
community, Advisory Councils, patient advocacy groups, Congress, the Administra-
tion, and NIH staff. Each Institute and Center (IC) convenes meetings of its na-
tional advisory council or board, composed of members from the public, medical, and
scientific communities, to review a broad range of policies. Scientific opportunities
arise with the advent of new technology and new discoveries in various diseases.
As these discoveries are made, areas of greatest need and greatest potential are
prioritized based on scientific opportunity and the financial resources that can be
allotted to the study of these diseases so as to ensure that outstanding science is
being funded and that such studies are aimed at obtaining results.

Question. Given that CDC has called diabetes “the epidemic of our time,” do you
think NIH devotes adequate funds to research this serious disease? If so, why? If
not what can be done to increase the diabetes research portfolio at NIH?

Answer. The President’s fiscal year 2001 Budget Request for diabetes research
across the NIH is $561 million. The NIH are implementing many of the new and
expanded initiatives in response to the scientific recommendations of the DRWG.
However, there are scientific opportunities in diabetes-and indeed in most areas of
research—that the NIH will not be able to pursue as rapidly or as fully as it might
wish, given the NIH budgetary framework and our responsibility to support an over-
le national biomedical research agenda that addresses the many diseases afflicting

mericans.
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QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON

Question. Madam Secretary, recently, there was an editorial in the Houston
Chronicle by Nobel Prize winner Dr. Norman Borlaug, known as “the Father of the
Green Revolution” on the benefits of agricultural biotechnology. A growing number
of scientists and agriculture producers in Texas and throughout the world are real-
izing the tremendous potential of biotechnology in agriculture to feed a growing pop-
ulation with better environmental outcomes. In Texas, for example, over 60 percent
of cotton grown in the Texas Panhandle is already enhanced by modern bio-
technology. What measures are you and your Department taking to support, foster,
and encourage this promising new technology?

Answer. As you know, FDA has authority over the safety of nearly all domestic
and imported foods and food products in interstate commerce, including bioengi-
neered foods. One of the most important roles of this Agency in supporting this tech-
nology is to ensure that the bioengineered foods that enter the marketplace are as
safe as the traditionally developed products in our grocery stores, and that such
foods undergo appropriate safety testing prior to marketing. We are confident that
the bioengineered foods that have reached the U.S. market to date meet the stand-
ards of safety that apply to other food products.

In the fall of 1999, FDA announced an initiative to engage the public about foods
made using bioengineering, and held a series of public meetings in November and
December. One of the purposes of those meetings was to inform participants about
FDA’s policy and processes for ensuring the safety of bioengineered foods. FDA per-
sonnel shared the Agency’s experience over the past five years in reviewing safety
and nutritional assessments conducted on foods from more than 40 bioengineered
plant varieties. FDA also solicited information from participants and the public re-
garding whether FDA’s policy or procedures should be modified and also solicited
comments on appropriate means of providing information to the public about bio-
engineered products in the food supply.

During those public meetings, we did not hear any evidence of food safety con-
cerns about the products that have been marketed thus far, although some partici-
pants expressed concerns about potential safety issues with products that may be
included in the next generation of bioengineered foods. Other participants suggested
ways in which FDA could better inform the public about its processes and proce-
dures. FDA is currently reviewing comments received in response to the public
meetings and the agency’s call for information. When we have completed that re-
view, the agency will be in a position to develop and implement strategies for its
biotechnology program and to articulate its plans for next steps.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL

Question. Why does the Administration fail to require background checks for all
long-term care workers?

Answer. The Administration has proposed a system of abuse registry and criminal
background checks for nursing home workers. Our provider agreements make these
facilities clearly identifiable, our statutory and regulatory authority and annual sur-
veys provide the means for monitoring and enforcing the proposed new require-
ments, and existing State nurse aide registries can provide information for the pro-
posed national abuse registry. Our proposed system would include developing the
national abuse registry, adding FBI background checks, and creating a new capacity
in each State to screen and report FBI data to nursing homes. Even with start up
funding and user fees, it would take some time for these systems to develop the abil-
ity to promptly respond to background checks from the nation’s 17,000 nursing
homes. For these reasons, it seems prudent to begin efforts on criminal background
checks for long term care workers with nursing home staff.

HCFA also has regulatory and survey authority for home health agencies, hos-
pices, and ICFs/MR. Once we have developed the systems and experience to handle
background checks for nursing home employees, we would be in a better position
to assess whether and how to expand such checks to these other three long term
care settings that we do not regulate or survey. It would be problematic and to effec-
tively enforce employee background check requirements in these other settings.

Question. As it appears in the HHS budget, it seems that the Administration’s
background check proposal will be funded by user fees within both HHS and Dod.
Unfortunately, there are few details about how these two agencies would coordinate
their systems so that facilities can have one-stop shopping. Could you please elabo-
rate on how you envision this system working? Do you have estimates on how much
this would cost nursing homes annually?
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Answer. For purposes of developing the President’s budget, HCFA assumed that
the background checks would be a two step process. First, a nursing home would
request a query of the national abuse registry. If a report comes back that the pro-
spective employee has a history of abuse, neglect, or misappropriation of resident
property, the process would end there with the individual disqualified from employ-
ment with the nursing home. We estimate that nursing homes would pay HHS
about $4 per query for a total of about $4.3 million for this portion of the back-
ground check in the first year of implementation.

If the abuse registry check produces no disqualifying information, the nursing
home would proceed to the second step, a criminal background check request. The
nursing home would obtain finger prints and other information from the prospective
employee and forward them to a designated agency in their State. From that point,
the designated State agency would serve as the “one-stop shop,” collecting an addi-
tional fee from the nursing home for the remainder of background checks. The des-
ignated State agency would forward the finger prints and other information to ap-
propriate law enforcement authorities in the State and in the FBI to conduct State
and national criminal background checks. The designated State agency also would
receive the State and FBI data it receives to identify any disqualifying information,
report the results back to the nursing home, and handle disputes by prospective em-
ployees of the accuracy and relevance of disqualifying information. We estimate that
the second, criminal background check phase of the process would cost nursing
homes about $70 per check or about $41.1 million in the first year, with the des-
ignated State agency forwarding the appropriate portions of the fee to the FBI and
State law enforcement agency.

The first step in the development of this system will be to determine the most
effective and cost efficient methods for implementing a national abuse registry.
HCFA plans to conduct such a study to include an assessment of current processes
used by States and providers. We will be examining ways to create a “one-step shop”
where all information could be accessed. The information from the study will feed
into the ultimate implementation of the proposal.

Question. As you know, I have worked hard for the past several years to boost
funding for nursing home inspections under the Survey and Certification program.
I realized that the Administration continues to work hard on the Nursing Home Ini-
tiative to improve the quality and safety of nursing home residents. This year,
you've asked for $234 million for Survey and Certification, but you've again assumed
$63 million that would come from user fees, which Congress has declined to enact
in the past. Assuming that trend continues, will the Administration still support the
full $234 million and find money in the budget to pay for it?

Answer. The Administration strongly supports the need for the full $234.1 million
amount for the State Survey and Certification program. User fees have been pro-
posed the past three years as a means of reducing pressure due to Government-wide
discretionary funding limitations. If enacted as proposed, the user fee would reduce
HCFA’s $234.1 million appropriation request by $63 million, to a total of $171.1 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2001. Should Congress decide to not enact the user fee proposal,
the Administration request the entire $234.1 million in appropriated funds to sup-
port State Survey & Certification activities.

Question. Would the Clinton Administration support, and more importantly, ac-
tively advocate for legislation to restore the SSBG’s funding and transfer levels?

Answer. Under section 8401 of the Social Security Act, the authorization for the
Social Services Block Grant was reduced to $1,700,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 and
each year thereafter. In addition, under that same section, the limitation on the
amount transferable to Title XX was reduced to 4.25 percent in the case of fiscal
year 2001 and each succeeding fiscal year.

The President’s Budget for fiscal year 2001 for the Social Services Block Grant
includes a proposal to increase the amount provided to the Block from
$1,700,000,000 to $1,775,000,000. It also is expected that states will use state funds
to help offset any impact that this change might cause.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER
CLASS SIZE REDUCTION

Question. Mr. Secretary, it is my understanding that the class size reduction
funds are to be distributed to the neediest schools with the highest numbers of poor
children. If the very purpose of the program is to help schools that are struggling
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to resolve overcrowding in poor districts, how do you expect these schools to meet
the matching funds requirement?

Answer. The Department does not believe that requiring local districts to provide
a 35 percent match on any new Class Size Reduction funds they receive would be
burdensome for most districts, and those districts that would have the greatest dif-
ficulty in providing such a match would be exempt from the requirement. In addi-
tion, a district would match only the amount above what it received in fiscal year
1999. At the 2001 request level, for an average district, the amount of the match
would be only about $15,700.

We need to help poor schools and districts overcome the challenges they face in
preparing their students to meet high standards. Research has demonstrated the
benefits of reducing class size in the early elementary grades, particularly for lower-
achieving, minority, low-income, and inner-city students. Class Size Reduction funds
enable districts to reduce class size, particularly in the early elementary grades, so
that teachers can provide students with more individualized attention, spend more
time on instruction, cover more material effectively, and provide students and par-
ents with more detailed feedback on each child’s progress. The Department believes
districts welcome Federal support to help them reduce class size in the early grades.

Question. Further, how is the exemption for low-income school districts realistic
when 80 percent of the formula grant relies on poverty data?

Answer. All schools districts, not just districts that serve large numbers or per-
centages of low-income students, are eligible to receive Class Size Reduction funds.
We are proposing to exempt only those districts in which at least 50 percent of the
students they serve are from low-income households. We estimate that, after ex-
empting the highest-poverty districts, the average national match provided by local
districts would equal 30 percent of the Federal appropriation.

FLEXIBILITY IN CLASS SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM

Question. Given the diversity of needs that different school districts have through-
out the country—whether it is costs related to special education, books, or computer
technology investments—what is the disadvantage of using class size funds to ad-
dress the most pressing demands identified by local school districts?

Answer. I believe that the strong, demonstrated benefits of reduced class size in
the early elementary grades justify making such an effort a national priority. Stu-
dents who receive instruction in small classes make more rapid educational progress
than their counterparts in larger classes. This is particularly true for lower-achiev-
ing, minority, poor, and inner-city children.

Under the appropriations language and our proposal for authorizing the Class
Size Reduction program as Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, districts that have met the target level in grades 1 through 3 may use their
funds to further reduce class size in those grades, to reduce class size in additional
grades, or to improve teacher quality. Also, States that can demonstrate conditions
in certain districts that would make achieving the goal of 18 students per classroom
in the targeted grades a hardship, such as a lack of facilities or a shortage of quali-
fied teachers, can apply to the Department for a waiver from some of the program
provisions.

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

Question. According to the 1999 School Planning and Management Construction
Report, public school districts completed more than $15 billion worth of construction
in fiscal year 1998, an increase of almost $3 billion over the fiscal year 1997 level.
The latest figures indicate that almost $18 billion worth of construction was com-
pleted in fiscal year 1999 and districts are starting $23 billion in fiscal year 2000,
resulting in roughly $70 billion of construction completed/planned in the last 4
years. To support its $26.1 billion proposal, the Administration cites a GAO study
that estimated $112 billion was needed to bring schools into good condition.

Mr. Secretary, given the tremendous progress being made and the fact that you
have stated that the Federal Government is a junior partner in the area of edu-
cation, please justify the Administration’s proposal to assume a significant Federal
role within a State and local responsibility?

Answer. School construction is, and will remain, primarily a State and local re-
sponsibility under the Administration’s school construction proposal. The vast ma-
jority of school facility needs will continue to be met with non-Federal resources,
and decisions about school construction plans will continue to rest with State and
local governments. However, some States and communities are not, on their own,
able to meet the burden of providing adequate school facilities for all students, and
the poorest communities have had the greatest difficulty meeting this need. The Ad-
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ministration’s proposal would provide financial assistance to school districts with
substantial construction needs and a limited ability to meet those needs.

We owe it to our children to improve the condition of schools in order to improve
their academic achievement and promote their physical health. Students have dif-
ficulty learning when they attend schools that are overcrowded, poorly lighted, ei-
ther too hot or too cold, or unable to accommodate modern technology. In addition,
students can be exposed to health hazards when they attend schools that are poorly
ventilated or contain hazardous substances, such as lead paint and asbestos.

While expenditures for school construction have increased over recent years as the
economy has improved, we believe that the need persists for approximately $112 bil-
lion to bring schools into adequate condition. Substantial school construction ex-
penditures are necessary just to keep from slipping further behind as school facili-
ties continue to depreciate and student enrollments swell. In addition, the increase
in school construction funding has not likely been targeted to those communities
with the greatest need for school construction funds.

FEDERAL SHARE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION COSTS

Question. Over the last 4 fiscal years, the annual increase requested by the Ad-
ministration for the State grants program, under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), has averaged about 5 percent per year. For fiscal year 2001,
the request is once again for about a 5 percent increase. Over the same period, Con-
gress has increased funding by over 20 percent per year. Federal funds are used to
help pay for the excess cost of providing special education and related services for
children with disabilities ages 3 through 21. The Administration claims that the
Federal contribution toward meeting the excess cost of special education is currently
13 percent of the national average per pupil expenditure.

Given the financial burdens that the requirements of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (IDEA) place on States and school districts, why are you so re-
luctant to substantially increase spending for this program?

Answer. No State is required to participate in IDEA. However, the rights and pro-
tections embedded in IDEA are fundamental civil rights that guarantee children
with disabilities access to equal educational opportunity.

IDEA authorizes a maximum Federal contribution toward meeting the excess cost
of special education of 40 percent of the national average per pupil expenditure. We
believe that the legislative history surrounding the enactment of Public Law 94-142
in 1975, which served as the basis for the current IDEA, indicates that members
of Congress regarded the 40 percent as a goal, not a promise or commitment, and
members acknowledged that the authorized amounts were not likely to be appro-
priated.

I support that goal. However, I also believe that the requested level of funding
for Special Education Grants to States provides an appropriate level of support
given the fact that States have the primary responsibility for educating all children,
including children with disabilities. Our budget for the Department is designed to
address a broad range of needs and a number of national priorities. We believe that
our budget request for the Department reflects the best combination of programs
and funding to address the needs of all children within our limited resources.

Question. How do you respond to school officials and parents who say that the
Federal Government is not meeting its financial obligation with respect to special
education?

Answer. There is a tendency to view the IDEA Grants to States program as the
Federal program for providing assistance to States in serving children with disabil-
ities. In fact, there are many Federal programs that assist States in serving these
children, but they are not focused solely on children with disabilities. These pro-
grams include programs such as 21st Century Community Learning Centers, which
provide a safe environment and expanded learning opportunities for children before
and after school; and the Class Size Reduction program, which helps school districts
improve education in the early elementary grades by providing funds to hire highly
qualified teachers and reduce class size. Federal subsidies for school construction
bonds that will be used to repair, renovate, and construct schools will help ensure
that our school buildings enhance the teaching and learning of all children, includ-
ing children with disabilities.

The $290 million increase requested for Special Education Grants to States would
maintain the Federal contribution toward meeting the excess cost of special edu-
cation at 13 percent of the national average per pupil expenditure by providing more
than sufficient funds to offset the impact of inflation and the additional cost ex-
pected to result from serving more children.
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TEACHER RECRUITMENT AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Question. Mr. Secretary, the President’s 2001 budget request includes $1.4 billion
for teacher recruitment and professional development programs, double the amount
provided in fiscal year 2000, excluding the amount provided for the Class Size Re-
duction Initiative. Most of these programs are scattered throughout the Department
and are unauthorized. Furthermore, a 1999 GAO report found that over $1.5 billion
in Federal funds is invested in professional development programs, which span 13
agencies through 87 different programs. The report also stated that over 86 percent
of the Department of Education’s funding was used for professional development
purposes.

Mr. Secretary, shouldn’t the bulk of education dollars be delivered to the student,
especially those in the greatest need?

Answer. The Administration believes that investing in high-quality professional
development and teacher recruitment is one of the best ways to ensure that all stu-
dents, including those most at risk of school failure, get the help they need to raise
their academic performance. That is why the Administration’s 2001 budget request
would increase funds for teacher recruitment and professional development pro-
grams, including $1 billion for the Title II programs that are included in the Admin-
istration’s proposal to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). We believe that these programs, in total, will help States and school dis-
tricts ensure that all students are taught by fully qualified teachers who have the
training they need to teach to challenging State and local content standards.

Research indicates that high-quality professional development, especially when it
is focused on academic content, can contribute to improvements in teachers’ skills
and practice and thereby raise student achievement. The most recent evaluation re-
port of the Eisenhower Professional Development State Grants program (1999) indi-
cates that teachers believe professional development contributes the most to improv-
ing their knowledge and skills if it: (1) is sustained over an extended period of time;
(2) is connected to State and district standards and assessments; (3) emphasizes
academic content and the way students learn that content; (4) encourages teachers
from the same grade levels, departments, and schools to work in teams; and (5) of-
fers opportunities to observe and practice the teaching techniques being introduced.
The Teaching to High Standards State Grants program, the Administration’s pro-
posal to reauthorize Title II of the ESEA, would encourage school districts to imple-
ment professional development with these characteristics, so that all students can
be better prepared to meet the challenges of the 21st century. In addition, provi-
sions in our Teaching to High Standards proposal ensure that funds are targeted
to those students who are most in need.

The 1999 General Accounting Office (GAO) report, Teacher Training: Over $1.5
Billion Federal Funds Invested in Many Programs, found that, in various Federal
agencies in fiscal year 1999, over $579 million was provided by programs that focus
exclusively on teacher training and that about $933 million was provided by pro-
grams that are designed to achieve purposes other than just teacher training but
support a significant amount of teacher training.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAMS AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL
FEDERAL TEACHER TRAINING

Finally, I want to clarify findings in the GAO report. The report did not find that
over 86 percent of the Department of Education’s funding was used for professional
development purposes. Rather, the report states that teacher training programs ad-
ministered by the Department of Education accounted for over 86 percent of the
$1.5 billion provided for teacher training programs across the Federal Government
in fiscal year 1999.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AND EARLY INTERVENTION ADDRESS THE
ACHIEVEMENT GAP

Question. How do these programs address one of the most important components
of narrowing the achievement gap, which is early intervention?

Answer. Early Childhood Educator Professional Development Grants, a new pro-
gram proposed as part of the Administration’s ESEA reauthorization bill, would cre-
ate high-quality professional development opportunities to improve the knowledge
and skills of early childhood educators and caregivers who work in communities
with high concentrations of young children living in poverty. The program would
promote school readiness and better learning outcomes for those children by focus-
ing on professional development designed to further their language and literacy
skills before they enter school.
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The National Research Council report, Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young
Children (1998), concluded that the majority of reading problems faced by today’s
adolescents and adults could have been avoided or resolved in the early years of
childhood. Reading problems more often occur in children from poor families with
little education, and, as more of those children enter group care settings, ongoing
high-quality professional development for their preschool teachers and caregivers is
a key strategy in helping cultivate children’s literacy and language skills as a foun-
dation for reading.

The Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes report (June 1999), partially funded by the
Department, concludes that children’s cognitive and social competence in the second
grade can be predicted by the experiences they had 4 years previously in child care,
even after taking into account kindergarten and first-grade classroom experiences.
The report also found that children who have traditionally been at risk for not doing
well in school are more affected by the quality of childcare experiences than are
other children. Many early childhood providers have little formal education beyond
high school, and preschool and other group care settings for young children, in par-
ticular those available to families with limited economic resources, often provide rel-
atively impoverished language and literacy environments.

The Department would concentrate on funding projects that provide professional
development opportunities for early childhood educators and caregivers working in
high-poverty communities, including staff working in Title I preschools, Head Start,
Even Start, and public day care programs.

IMPLEMENTATION OF TEACHER RECRUITMENT AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS

Question. Please explain how the Department of Education plans to, first, inform
States and local educational agencies of all of these programs; and second, ensure
that both the Federal and State governments implement them efficiently and effec-
tively.

Answer. The Administration would provide information about these programs to
States, school districts, and other eligible recipients through the channels that the
Department has found to be most successful in disseminating information about our
programs. For example, the Department would publish Federal Register notices
about the availability of funds, provide information about the programs at con-
ferences, such as the Department’s annual Improving America’s Schools Conference,
place information about the programs on the Department’s web site and in print
materials, sponsor outreach meetings to alert eligible applicants about opportunities
to apply for funds, and carry out other networking strategies the Department typi-
cally uses to alert the public about new programs.

Strong accountability provisions in the Administration’s reauthorization proposal
for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (SEA) will help ensure that these
programs are implemented efficiently and effectively, while allowing States and
school districts the flexibility that they need to address local needs. For example,
accountability provisions include requirements that grantees develop and report on
their success against performance indicators as part of annual performance reports,
and States would provide annual data about the number of teachers who are fully
certified or licensed and who are teaching in their main teaching field.

EDUCATION FOR INCARCERATED YOUTH

Question. Mr. Secretary, there are over 2 million incarcerated adults in the United
States, the highest incarceration rate in the world; and, according to the Depart-
ment of Justice’s most recent study, there were 106,000 juvenile offenders residing
in correctional facilities in 1997. The National Adult Literacy Study indicates that
the majority of prison inmates either are illiterate or have marginal reading, writ-
ing, and math skills. Most of these adults will return to free society in 4 years, hav-
inég received little to no education, which has proven to be the key to preventing re-
cidivism.

In light of these facts, can you justify the President’s request for a $2 million re-
duction in the State grants to incarcerated youth offenders program, and the elimi-
nation of the Literacy Programs for Prisoners?

Answer. The President’s request for 2001 would continue support for the Youth
Offenders program at the fiscal year 1999 appropriation level of $12 million, which
is also the amount the Administration requested in fiscal year 2000. The request,
which is $2 million less than the amount provided in the fiscal year 2000 appropria-
tions act, will provide States with a level that is consistent with the Department’s
general policy of targeting funding increases to other priority initiatives. At the re-
quested level, States would have enough funds to serve approximately 6,700 youth
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offenders. Through the program, States expect to improve academic and vocational
achievement, increase participation in job placement programs, lower recidivism
rates, and increase job retention among youth offenders.

The Department requested no funds for Literacy Programs for Prisoners in 2001
because this program’s authorization ended with the enactment of the Adult Edu-
cation and Family Literacy Act of 1998 (AEFLA). States may use up to 10 percent
of their AEFLA local grant funds for programs for corrections education and services
to institutionalized individuals.

12-MONTH WORKING YEAR FOR TEACHERS

Question. Mr. Secretary, in your recent address to the Nation on the state of
American education, you proposed that teachers work a full year to improve teacher
quality and raise their pay. Can you tell me specifically what steps the Department
will take to establish this policy?

Answer. The annual State of American Education address gives me the oppor-
tunity to take a broad view of our education system and talk about both what is
working and where we might make some improvements. With the success of the
standards movement, one area we are really focused on now is improving teacher
quality. Our proposal to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
and our fiscal year 2001 budget request contain a variety of measures to strengthen
teaching in our schools.

My call for elevating teaching to a year-round profession was not a proposal for
a new Federal policy, but a suggestion that we need to look at the teaching profes-
sion in a new way. We need to attract highly qualified individuals to the profession,
in part through better pay, and provide a working environment that lets them use
all their talent and skill to teach to the new high standards. I believe one way to
do this is through longer contracts that would give teachers more time to plan the
curriculum and improve their teaching skills.

States and school districts, of course, are responsible for setting standards for
teacher quality and determining the length of teacher contracts. I am not proposing
any Federal intrusion into this area. What I said in my address is that I believe
now is the time to begin a national discussion about making teaching a better-paid,
year-round profession, and that governors and school boards should give serious con-
sideration to this idea.

Question. Given the Federal role in education, how will these steps affect deci-
sions that are made on the State and local levels?

Answer. We are not taking any specific actions to promote making teaching a
year-round profession, merely putting an idea out for discussion at the State and
local levels.

Question. Is this approach part of the Administration’s reauthorization proposal
for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which the Senate intends to con-
sider in the next couple of weeks?

Answer. No. As mentioned above, we are not proposing any specific actions to pro-
mote the idea, but simply putting it out for discussion.

YOUTH VIOLENCE PREVENTION

Question. Mr. Secretary, please provide your observations of the relationship be-
tween movies, video games, and other related forms of youth entertainment and
youth violence?

Answer. Each day, children are exposed to numerous examples of violence in the
media—either through television, video games, music, or the Internet. A 1999 study
conducted by the Kaiser Family Foundation found that on a typical day, children
spend five hours and 29 minutes using the media. Children ages 8 to 18 spent al-
most seven hours; 2- to 7-year-olds spent nearly three hours and 34 minutes. The
media have been successful in perpetuating, and even glamorizing, various images
of violence aimed toward children. Norms supporting and justifying violence are
seen daily in music videos, movies, and television. Yet, despite the far-reaching in-
fluence of the media and popular culture on children, there is little consensus re-
garding the impact that the media have on youth violence. Several studies have re-
lated violence in the media to actual violence by children, while other studies have
discounted the role and influence of the media on children, since the media are only
one of several sources of violent messages in our society.

However, what we do know is that more and more children are being exposed to
violence in the media on a daily basis and that much of this exposure is unsuper-
vised by parents. And while we cannot point to a direct relationship between vio-
lence in the media and violence in children, we can assume that the images por-
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trayed in music and on the screen may contribute to, or reinforce, violent behavior
and a lack of empathy for victims.

While it may not be possible to eliminate violence in the media, as parents and
educators we can teach children how to be wise consumers of the media and the
messages portrayed. Media literacy training can be useful, especially for students
in the younger grades. In addition it is important for parents to monitor their chil-
dren’s exposure to the media. Parents need to know what types of movies, videos,
television, and websites they are viewing, and what types of music lyrics they are
hearing.

I have asked, and continue to ask, the leaders in the entertainment industry and
our expanding Internet industry to step back and think about their responsibilities.
Do we really need these violent video games to excite our children in order to gain
a profit? Is that extra violent scene in a movie really needed to make a point? Does
every action hero need to wear a long black coat and carry a sawed-off shotgun?
The prime audience for movies in America today is the impressionable teenager, and
the key word is impressionable. I urge Hollywood to help us raise our children right
by ending their fixation with violence. We need their vision and creativity to help
in the fight for our children’s future. So my message to the entertainment industry
is clear and simple—stop glamorizing the assassin and the killer and the use of
guns. Stop listening to scriptwriters and start listening to parents. Stop listening
to advertisers and start listening to teachers.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON
VOLUNTARY SINGLE-SEX SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM PROGRAMS

Question. Mr. Secretary, as you may know, I have proposed specifically author-
izing the use of Federal education funds for public, single-sex school and classroom
programs, as long as the existing Department requirement is met that students of
both sexes receive comparable educational opportunities. My amendment has passed
overwhelmingly in the Senate, by a vote of 69 to 29. Do you believe that public
schools should be able to use Federal funds for voluntary single-sex education pro-
grams, and if so, will you support my effort to include this amendment in reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act?

Answer. The Department of Education is examining whether there is a legal basis
for interpreting Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C. 1681 et.
seq.) to permit single sex classrooms and schools where they are justified on edu-
cational grounds and do not involve stereotyping or stigmatizing students based on
gender, and where equivalent educational opportunities are afforded to students of
both sexes. These issues are sensitive and complex, including consideration of the
constitutional implications of any change, but we have made substantial progress
in our review and hope to issue proposed regulations this spring.

With regard to your specific question, we are very committed to exploring the per-
missibility of single sex schools and classes in public schools, but believe that this
issue should be addressed under Title IX, and the answers should apply whether
Federal, State, or local funds are used for that purpose. Developing a separate civil
rights standard for single sex schools or classrooms under ESEA would create confu-
sion and would be inconsistent with the Civil Rights Restoration Act. I hope that
when we release our proposed regulation we will receive your comments. In the
meantime, however, I cannot support your amendment because it defines the per-
missibility of single sex education only within the context of ESEA.

CIVILIAN-BASED “TROOPS-TO-TEACHERS” PROGRAM

Question. Mr. Secretary, while I understand your desire to hire additional teach-
ers and reduce class size, I have an alternative or perhaps complementary proposal
that I would like your reaction to and consideration of. I have introduced legislation
to expand the very successful Troops to Teachers program and apply it to the civil-
ian world, under the direction of your agency. Would you agree to consider this pro-
posal, and wouldn’t you agree that this may be a tremendous opportunity to place
highly qualified, successful individuals in our classrooms?

Answer. I support expansion of the highly successful Troops to Teachers program
as one strategy for helping to ensure that our Nation’s classrooms have highly quali-
fied teachers who can help all students achieve to challenging academic standards.
In addition to the Administration’s request of $1.75 billion for the Class Size Reduc-
tion program, the Administration has also requested $1 billion for a variety of pro-
grams to improve teacher quality, including teacher recruitment and retention.
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Transition to Teaching program

One of these programs is the Transition to Teaching program, which would con-
tinue the highly successful Troops to Teachers program and provide additional
funds to recruit, prepare, and support a wide range of talented career-changing pro-
fessionals—such as engineers and scientists, corporate professionals, and returning
Peace Corps volunteers—as teachers, particularly in high-poverty school districts
and high-need subject areas. Former members of the military services would con-
tinue to be a key focus of the new program’s recruitment efforts.

The Transition to Teaching program is included in the Administration’s proposal
to revise and reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
Under the Administration’s legislative proposal, the Secretary, before awarding any
grants or contracts, would consult with the Secretaries of Defense and Transpor-
tation to determine how much funding is needed to continue the Troops to Teachers
program. Once the Secretaries agree on an amount, the Secretary would transfer
these funds to the Department of Defense.

Recruiting teachers for high-poverty areas

With the remaining funds, the Secretary would award grants or contracts to insti-
tutions of higher education, public agencies, and nonprofit organizations to recruit,
prepare, place, and support mid-career professionals for teaching positions in high-
poverty school districts. Allowable activities would include post-placement induction
programs to support new teachers once they begin teaching, through mentoring and
other activities that build upon their teacher preparation training.

Grantees could use program funds to provide each program participant with up
to $5,000 in training stipends and other financial incentives, including moving ex-
penses. Participants who complete training would teach in a high-poverty school dis-
trict for at least 3 years; those participants who received a training stipend or other
financial incentives but fail to meet their service obligation would be required to
repay all or a portion of the stipend.

IMPACT AID FUNDING AND THE ADMINISTRATION’S CONSTRUCTION PROPOSAL

Question. Your budget again contains what can only be described as a paltry re-
quest for Impact Aid funding, particularly with regard to the critical construction
needs at many of our coterminous and other Impact Aid school districts, the build-
ings of which are in many cases owned by your Department. How can you support
an unprecedented and costly new role of the Federal Government in funding school
construction when your Department and your Administration have completely ne-
glected the construction needs of the school buildings you own, which are used to
educate tens of thousands of children, including the children of members of the
armed services and Native American children?

Answer. We believe that money can and should be spent concurrently on both
schools that are federally owned and those that are not. All of the schools that are
currently owned by the Department are located on military bases and are used by
local school districts for educating children whose parents are typically members of
the uniformed services. The Administration requested $5 million, the same amount
as Congress appropriated for fiscal year 2000, for Facilities Maintenance in order
to upgrade and transfer school facilities to school districts, which can manage school
buildings more effectively than can the Federal Government. In addition, these
funds would be used to perform emergency repairs to those school buildings that
have not yet been transferred.

The Administration is also concerned about the poor condition of school facilities
that are not owned by the Department but are used to educate our Nation’s chil-
dren, particularly American Indian children. The General Accounting Office esti-
mates that it would cost $112 billion to bring our Nation’s public schools into good
overall condition. The Administration’s School Renovation proposal would help meet
this need by financing school renovation in communities that lack the resources to
repair their schools. The proposal would reserve $50 million out of the $1.3 billion
for approximately 118 Impact Aid local educational agencies (LEAs) that have 50
percent or more of their students residing on Indian lands. These LEAs lack the re-
sources to undertake urgently needed renovations, such as roof or plumbing repairs
and upgraded climate-control systems. The balance of the funds requested under the
proposal would go to school districts that similarly lack the resources to meet their
urgent school construction needs.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HERB KOHL
FLEXIBILITY OF BLOCK GRANTS OVER TARGETED PROGRAMS

Question. Mr. Secretary, I want to commend you for your commitment and hard
work on behalf of our Nation’s public school children. Since 1994, we have made
some important gains in raising the achievement of students. Unfortunately, I think
we share the same concerns that academic achievement has not been raised enough,
and that the gap between economically disadvantaged and more affluent students
remains alarmingly and inexcusably large.

As you know, we have a full menu of Federal education programs today. Most are
focused on very specific issues. I am concerned, however, that we have gotten away
from what I believe is the Federal Government’s central role as a partner in edu-
cation: helping States and school districts lift academic achievement for all students,
and eliminating the achievement gap between poor and affluent students. I am con-
cerned that the current structure of Federal education programs—that is, to create
a new program to address each and every education issue—actually results in
spreading Federal dollars too thin to be useful for local educators.

For example, one school district might need more money to buy computers, but
they might not have any pressing safety issues to address. Another school district
might have a sufficient number of after-school programs, but they might really need
more funding for school counselors. Under the current structure of ESEA, these
school districts have little flexibility to move Federal money around. That means
one of two things: either they get too little money to address their biggest problems,
or they miss out on money from some Federal programs because those programs
have no relevance for their schools.

Don’t you agree that States and local school districts are in the best position to
know what their education needs are and to devise ways to address them?

Answer. I absolutely agree that States and communities are in the best position
to address their education needs, and that the Federal role is that of a junior part-
ner. I also believe that Federal programs provide more flexibility than is commonly
recognized. For example, the Goals 2000 State Grant program provides funds that
can be used for a very wide variety of activities that support standards-based re-
form, from teacher training to curriculum to buying computers. Title I funds also
support many different approaches to improving student achievement, including
early childhood education, adoption of research-based reform models, after-school
programs, and school safety efforts.

Question. Isn’t it possible that consolidating many Federal education programs
would actually give States and school districts even more resources to pour into
their most pressing needs?

Answer. Our experience with block grants has shown that this approach is what
really leads to funds being spread too thinly to have much impact. In fact, in a re-
cent report from the General Accounting Office on the Goals 2000 program, State
officials expressed concern that if Goals 2000 funds were not restricted to support
of State and local standards-based reform efforts, they would be diverted to non-re-
form activities.

Question. Isn’t it possible that allowing maximum flexibility to move Federal
money around might result in some of these needs being better met?

Answer. It is possible, but in my view—and I say this as a former governor—not
likely. I think it is important to remember that we are trying at the Federal level
to exercise leadership and stimulate change. One reason this 1s so hard is that peo-
ple everywhere—and not just in our schools—tend to keep doing things the same
way, the way they are comfortable with. In my view, the “maximum flexibility” you
are talking about would only encourage this kind of educational inertia.

The American people have made clear their support for more investment in crit-
ical national priorities—like smaller class sizes, expansion of after school programs,
improving reading in the early grades, and helping students and their families get
ready for college. It is precisely because our role—and our resources—are limited
that we must target the Federal education investment to those areas where it can
make a real difference. At the same time, we continue to work to provide the flexi-
bility districts and schools need to raise student achievement, while ensuring ac-
countability for the effective use of taxpayer funds.

TURNING AROUND FAILING SCHOOLS

Question. As you know, we have over 7,000 failing schools in our country. For
years, regardless of the fact that they consistently fail to educate children, they con-
tinue to receive a steady stream of Federal money. In effect, we are subsidizing
their failure. I believe that failing schools should be given the tools they need to
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turn themselves around—and successful schools should be rewarded for their hard
work. However, at some point, I believe we actually do more harm than good for
children when we continue to subsidize schools that fail to educate them.

What do you believe should be done with chronically failing schools?

Answer. Greater accountability is at the core of our proposal to reauthorize the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The Administration’s reauthor-
ization bill would strengthen statewide accountability systems, provide new re-
sources for States and school districts to turn around failing schools, and require
tough measures for chronically failing schools. For example, schools in corrective ac-
tion under Title I could be reconstituted with a new staff and curriculum or actually
closed down and reopened as a new school or as a charter school.

Question. Does the Administration believe that at some point there must be real
consequences for schools that can’t or won’t improve?

Answer. Yes, we do. In addition to our reauthorization proposals, we are imple-
menting the new Title I Accountability Grants program, which couples additional
resources for school improvement efforts with the requirement that gives students
in schools identified for improvement under Title I the option to attend a better
school. Our 2001 budget proposal would require all school districts participating in
Title I to give students attending schools identified for corrective action the option
of transferring to a school not identified for corrective action.

Question. Doesn’t the Federal Government have a responsibility to taxpayers not
to subsidize failure?

Answer. I believe we do, and so does President Clinton. This is why he took the
lead more than a year ago to launch a broad-based accountability initiative that in-
cludes the measures described above. Other proposals to increase accountability,
such as report cards for parents and tougher qualifications for teachers and para-
professionals, have been incorporated into the President’s ESEA reauthorization bill.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATTY MURRAY
CLASS SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM—TEACHERS HIRED

Question. Mr. Secretary, the President has requested an additional $1.75 billion
to maintain our goal of hiring 100,000 new teachers to address the severe problem
of overcrowded classrooms. Opponents of this funding have argued that these funds
may not be accessible for all school districts and may never make it to the class-
room. Can you provide for us a brief status report on how many teachers have been
hired to date and how many we could hire with the additional $1.75 billion?

Answer. Based on data from 55 percent of districts, we estimate that local dis-
tricts have used their 1999 Class Size Reduction funds to hire more than 29,000
teachers.

We estimate that the $1.75 billion budget request for the program in 2001, along
with the 35 percent local matching requirement, would support the hiring of as
many as 49,000 teachers. Without the local matching requirement, the requested
amount would support the hiring of as many as 43,000 teachers.

TECHNOLOGY LITERACY CHALLENGE FUND PROGRAMS AND PREPARING TOMORROW’S
TEACHERS TO USE TECHNOLOGY

Question. Mr. Secretary, as you are aware, I have focused not just on class size
but also working to make sure we give teachers the skills to use technology in the
classroom. It does little good to wire every classroom to Internet or to provide Inter-
net access to every school if teachers are not prepared to use these tools in the class-
room. Can you provide a brief summary of the President’s Technology Literacy Chal-
lenge Fund activities as requested in his fiscal year 2001 budget?

Answer. In 2001, we are requesting a total of $450 million for the Department’s
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF) program, an increase of $25 million.
The TLCF helps local districts put into place strategies to enable all schools to inte-
grate technology fully into school curricula to improve teaching and learning. The
Department’s proposal for reauthorization of the TLCF would limit eligibility for
awards to districts with high concentrations of poor children and a demonstrated
need for technology, or to partnerships that include such districts. Districts would
use their funds to increase the capacity of teachers in high-poverty, low-performing
schools to use technology effectively in their classrooms. The amount requested
would support approximately 3,400 local grants.

In addition to the TLCF, the Department’s other educational technology programs
help States, districts, and schools achieve the four goals of the Administration’s
Technology Literacy Challenge, which are to: (1) provide access to modern, multi-
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media computers for all teachers and students; (2) connect every school and class-
room to the Internet; (3) provide all teachers with the training and support they
need to use technology effectively in their classrooms; and (4) develop effective and
engaging software and on-line resources as an integral part of schools curriculum.
The technology programs and the 2001 requested amounts are:

—Next-Generation Technology Innovation, for which we are requesting $170 mil-
lion in 2001, would replace the current Technology Innovation Challenge Grants
and Star Schools programs. The new program would focus on developing “cut-
ting edge” applications of educational technology. In 2001, new awards would
focus on developing advanced technology applications, supporting the develop-
ment of high-quality on-line coursework, and a special initiative to help prepare
middle school teachers in the Mississippi Delta region to use technology effec-
tively and to develop challenging coursework on-line.

—Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers To Use Technology assists public and private
entities to develop and implement teacher training programs that prepare pro-
spective teachers to use technology to improve instructional practices and en-
hance student learning. The $150 million requested in 2001, a $75 million in-
crease over 2000, would support approximately 466 awards.

—Community Technology Centers supports efforts to establish or expand tech-
nology centers to provide residents of impoverished rural and urban commu-
nities with access to computers and technology, particularly educational tech-
nology. The $100 million requested in 2001, a $67.5 million increase, would
allow approximately 400 communities to establish or expand 1,000 technology
centers.

—Regional Technology In Education Consortia, for which we are requesting $10
million, the same as the 2000 appropriation, supports regional centers that
carry out professional development, resource and information dissemination,
and technical assistance to help States, districts, and schools integrate tech-
nology effectively into classrooms.

—Ready To Learn Digital Television, for which we are requesting $16 million in
2001, supports the development of educational television programming and re-
lated activities aimed at cultivating a love of language, reading, and learning
in young children.

—Telecommunications Program For Professional Development, for which we are
requesting $5 million in 2001, would replace the current Telecommunications
Demonstration Project for Mathematics program. This new program would sup-
port telecommunications-based projects designed to provide professional devel-
opment to elementary and secondary school teachers in the core academic sub-
jects.

STUDENT DEBT—GROWING IMBALANCE OF STUDENT EDUCATION LOANS TO GRANTS IN
PAYING FOR COLLEGE

Question. Over the past 10 years, I have witnessed a disturbing trend in higher
education. We have a growing number of students who must depend entirely on bor-
rowing in order to pay for their higher education. The percentage of loans versus
direct grants to students has dramatically increased. Students are graduating with
huge debts and many discontinue or do not pursue a postsecondary education sim-
ply out of fear of carrying such a large debt. In addition, many students are looking
at careers based on starting salary because they know they will have large loan pay-
ments. I realize this problem cannot be solved in one budget cycle, but I would wel-
come your thoughts on steps we can begin to take to reverse this trend.

Answer. One of the major steps we need to take is to continue increasing support
for the Pell Grant program, where the maximum award has risen from %2,300 in
fiscal year 1994 to $3,300 in fiscal year 2000. The maximum Pell Grant in fiscal
year 2000 covers about 95 percent of the average tuition and fees at a 4-year public
college, but still only about 38 percent of the total cost of attendance. This program
is vital to the overall student aid picture, as is funding for campus-based programs
such as Federal Work-Study where an estimated 1 million students will help earn
their way through college with Federal assistance in fiscal year 2000.

We need to do a better job of counseling students up front on what amount of
borrowing is appropriate to their specific situation. We also can encourage States
and institutions to increase their level of assistance so that students may take ad-
vantage of available non-Federal aid as well.

Many students who are dependent on borrowing may be ineligible for grant aid
due to family income levels. We, too, are concerned about the rising loan debt that
numbers of these and other postsecondary students are carrying. One of our per-
formance measures focuses on keeping median Federal debt burden below 10 per-
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cent of income in the first year of repayment. While this is not entirely within the
Department’s control, since many outside factors play a role, there are options that
we have instituted to help borrowers manage their debt.

For instance, the Administration established flexible repayment plans such as In-
come Contingent Repayment, which allows Direct Loan borrowers to repay based on
size of debt and income. Other options include graduated, extended, and income sen-
sitive repayment plans that can help make monthly payments more affordable and
keep borrowers out of default.

EDUCATIONAL TAX INCENTIVES

In addition, we need to encourage eligible students and their families to use the
variety of educational tax incentives available. For instance, taxpayers may be able
to deduct up to $2,000 in student loan interest in 2000. Hope and Lifetime Learning
tax credits are another possibility to lower overall postsecondary tuition and fee ex-
penses. The Hope tax credit allows up to $1,500 annually toward tuition and fees
paid in the first 2 years of postsecondary education and the Lifetime learning tax
credit currently permits up to $1,000. The Administration is seeking to expand the
Lifetime learning tax credit up to $2,800 annually and raise the income phase-out
ranges so greater numbers of families can take advantage of it.

In combination, all of the ways mentioned above, represent positive steps that can
help in alleviating the burden of student loan debt.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
BYRD SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

Question. Over the life of the program, how many students have received Byrd
Scholarships and how many new and continuing awards have been made?

Answer. Since the program was first funded in fiscal year 1987, 76,376 students
have received Byrd Scholarships and a total of 173,897 new and continuing awards
have been made. In fiscal year 2000, 26,572 new and continuing scholarships will
be made and in fiscal year 2001, our budget would provide an additional 7,310 new
scholarships and 20,024 continuing scholarships.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EXPENDITURES FOR NEEDS-BASED STUDENT FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE

Question. In 1999, how much did the Department of Education spend on needs-
based student financial assistance?

Answer. In 1999, the Department obligated nearly $7.7 billion in the Student Fi-
nancial Assistance account in support of need-based student aid. Those funds, to-
gether with required matching funds under the Campus-Based and Leveraging Edu-
cational Assistance Partnership (LEAP) programs, less allowable administrative
costs, provided an estimated $10.2 billion in available aid to students. With an addi-
tional $15.7 billion in need-based mandatory student loans (guaranteed and direct
subsidized Stafford loans), the Department made approximately $25.9 billion in
need-based aid available to students in 1999.

Obligations in the SFA Account in Fiscal Year 1999

Pell GIANLS ..oooviieieeiceicieeteeeeete ettt ettt eteeeaeereeteeteenseereeneenaeens $6,043,864,720
Campus-based programs:
SEOG ..ottt sttt sttt ettt en 619,307,364
Work-study 875,536,832
Perkins loans:
Federal capital contributions ........cc.ccceevveiercierecciieeeiee e 101,662,353
Teacher cancellations 29,980,923
LEAP ottt ettt et et be e e nbeeneas 25,000,000
Total obligations .......ccceecuieriieriieniieeieeiie ettt 7,695,352,192

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EXPENDITURES FOR MERIT-BASED STUDENT FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE

Question. How much did the Department spend in the same year for merit-based
student financial assistance?

Answer. In addition to $39.3 million in the Byrd Honors Scholarships program for
merit-based financial assistance to undergraduate students, in fiscal year 1999, the



118

Department spent a total of $31 million in the Graduate Assistance in Areas of Na-
tional Need (GAANN) and Javits Fellowships programs for merit-based assistance
to graduate students studying in areas of national need and doctoral students study-
ing in the arts, humanities, and social sciences.

REWARDING EXCELLENCE IN STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Question. The purpose of the Byrd Scholarship program is to award students who
work hard at their schoolwork regardless of economic factors. How does the Depart-
ment of Education intend to build upon these efforts to reward excellence?

Answer. The Administration’s fiscal year 2001 budget request recognizes the suc-
cess of the Byrd Honors Scholarships program in helping high achieving students
pay for a college education and would build on this success by moving the program
closer to the maximum funding level authorized by law. In addition, the budget re-
quest would continue support for the GAANN and Javits Fellowships programs be-
cause of their critical role in rewarding excellence and encouraging continued learn-
ing.

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

Question. With the Elementary and Secondary Education Act due to be marked
up by the Senate Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee this week, I
would like now to turn to those issues of importance to students, parents, and teach-
ers in creating a stronger, more educated national population. I strongly believe that
educating oneself is a lifelong journey, and the skills by which one learns to read
and study are fostered at a young age, making these years of schooling extremely
important in shaping one’s future pursuit of education. Mr. Secretary, would you
please respond to the following questions.

I have noted the Department’s new efforts to increase budget spending for school
construction. Specifically, how will these projections assist our small, rural schools
in high poverty areas such as we find in my State of West Virginia?

Answer. The Administration’s School Renovation proposal would provide $1.3 bil-
lion in grants and loan subsidies to provide support for urgent renovations in areas
of high need. These funds would assist schools in high poverty areas, such as those
in small, rural areas of West Virginia, because they would be targeted to school dis-
tricts based on poverty rates, school repair needs, and fiscal capacity.

Question. When available construction funding requires matching funds, how does
the Federal Government assist the small rural communities with high poverty levels
and low tax bases to be competitive?

Answer. The Administration’s School Renovation proposal would provide both
grants that require no matching funds and subsidies equal to the size of interest
payments on 7-year loans. The Administration intends to target both the grants and
thedloans to needy areas, while reserving the grants for areas with the greatest
need.

TEACHER CERTIFICATION—NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL TEACHING STANDARDS

Question. Are there any national efforts to encourage teachers to participate in
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification process?

Answer. The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) itself
encourages participation in the certification process in several ways. One way is
through Teacher Subsidies (funded at $2.5 million of the Department’s grant to the
Board). The Board provides funds to each State to pay up to one half of the can-
didate fee. As a result of the program, staff in the departments of education in each
State engage in a variety of strategies to increase the number of teachers in their
States who are seeking certification. The Board also sponsors a series of national
facilitator institutes for individuals interested in helping recruit candidates and pro-
viding support for candidates going through the certification process.

The Board has also partnered with national organizations such as the Council of
Great City Schools, the National Council of Social Studies, the International Read-
ing Association, and the National Alliance of Black School Educators to increase
participation. The Board has exhibits at the national conferences of many major
education and content associations. In addition, the Board works with the private
sector to increase participation; e.g., State Farm is supporting candidates through
its offices in each State.

Q?uestion. How can we assist States with very low numbers of participating teach-
ers?

Answer. In those States with large numbers of National Board Certified Teachers
(NBCT), there is significant State support through financial incentives, including fee
support and salary increases, coupled with an increased awareness of the NBCT



119

process. The reverse is true in those States with low numbers of National Board
Certified Teachers.

Through its grant to the NBPTS, the Department is helping to increase the num-
ber of candidates for National Board Certification in States with low participation
by providing support to the Board:

—to increase State and local incentives through meetings with State stakeholders

and legislators; and

—to increase awareness of the NBCT process through partnerships with the pri-

vate sector, encouragement of candidate support groups, participation in na-
tional meetings involving teachers, and working with ED’s Regional Educational
Laboratories and institutions of higher education.

TEACHER SHORTAGES AND THE BUDGET PROPOSAL

Question. With the incredible predictions for teacher shortage rates growing al-
most ;iaily, what efforts might we expect to see emerging to reverse this threatening
crisis?

Answer. The Administration shares your concern about reports that many school
districts are having difficulty hiring and retaining fully qualified teachers. According
to the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future’s report, What Mat-
ters Most: Teaching for America’s Future (1996), “Much of the problem of teacher
supply is a problem of distribution that could be solved with more thoughtful and
coherent policies. While there are shortages of qualified candidates in particular
fields (e.g., mathematics and science) and particular locations (primarily inner city
and rural), the nation each year produces more teachers than it needs. . . . Thou-
sands of teachers fail to make the transition from the places they were prepared
to the places where the jobs are due to lack of information about where to apply,
lack of reciprocity in licensing between States, and ridiculously cumbersome applica-
tion procedures.” (pp. 37-8)

In addition, the report concludes that inadequate efforts to retain teachers con-
tribute to the teacher shortage. For example, the report states that “Of all of edu-
cation’s self-inflicted wounds, the continued tolerance for extraordinary turnover
among new teachers is among the most remarkable. Chronic, high rates of teacher
replacement—particularly for teachers in the first 2 or 3 years of their careers and
particularly in urban school districts—increase the pressure on teacher recruitment
and initial placement systems incessantly. . . . Turnover in the first few years is
particularly high because new teachers are typically given the most challenging
teaching assignments and left to sink or swim with little or no support. They are
often placed in the most disadvantaged schools and assigned the most difficult-to-
teach students, with the greatest number of class preparations (many of them out-
side their field of expertise) and a slew of extracurricular duties. With no mentoring
or support for these teachers, it is little wonder that so many give up before they
have really learned to teach.” (p. 39)

The Administration is requesting funds for several programs to help school dis-
tricts address their immediate teacher shortage concerns, including a proposed new
initiative, Hometown Teachers, and the Transition to Teaching program. We believe
that these and other teacher training programs, for which we are requesting a total
of $1 billion, would encourage school districts to develop and implement longer-term
solutions for recruiting and retaining high-quality teachers. For example, States and
school districts would be able to use funds to develop strategies that could include
mentoring programs for new teachers, higher teacher salaries, more desirable work-
ing conditions, better professional development opportunities for teachers and school
leaders, and other efforts to improve the quality of the teaching profession.

DEPARTMENTAL RESPONSE TO TEACHER SHORTAGES

Question. What is the Department doing to specifically address these issues?

Answer. The Administration is requesting $1 billion in support of a comprehen-
sive set of ESEA reauthorization proposals focusing on professional development
and teacher recruitment. Programs that would be implemented as part of the pack-
age include Teaching to High Standards State Grants (which would replace the Ei-
senhower Professional Development State Grants and Goals 2000 programs), a
School Leadership Initiative, National Activities for the Improvement of Teaching
and School Leadership, the Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science Edu-
cation Consortia, Teacher Quality Initiatives, Transition to Teaching: Troops to
Teachers, and Early Childhood Educator Professional Development.

The Administration believes that these programs, in total, would help States and
school districts address their teacher shortages both directly and indirectly by help-
ing them to develop and implement short- and long-term solutions to teacher re-
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cruitment issues and to reduce their teacher attrition rates. In addition to the pro-
grams that specifically address teacher recruitment, such as the Hometown Teach-
ers and Transition to Teaching programs, other programs in the $1 billion request
would provide high-quality professional development to both teachers and school
leaders to help ensure that all students are being taught by teachers who are fully
qualified and who are receiving the support they need to teach to challenging State
and local standards.

For example, the Administration is requesting $690 million for the Teaching to
High Standards State Grants program, which would help educators improve learn-
ing in American classrooms by supporting State and local efforts to align curricula
and assessments with challenging State and local content standards and to provide
teachers with sustained and intensive high-quality professional development in the
core academic subjects. A $60 million set aside in this program would provide grants
to colleges and universities that agree to partner with at least one school district
to provide professional development in the core academic subjects. States would be
required to give priority to those colleges and universities that plan to focus on in-
duction programs for new teachers that provide mentoring and coaching by trained
mentor teachers. The Administration believes that induction programs such as these
can provide the support that new teachers need to help them to become more effec-
%ive teachers and to improve the likelihood that they will stay in the teaching pro-
ession.

RECOGNIZING HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS WITH EFFECTIVE ALCOHOL AND DRUG
PREVENTION PROGRAMS

Question. As you recall, I authored a component of the Higher Education Act
Amendments of 1998 to establish a National Recognition Awards program to iden-
tify institutions of higher education with effective alcohol and drug prevention pro-
grams. With the first year of the program complete, would you please provide me
with a report on the second year’s implementation status of the program, as well
as any intentions the Department may have to broaden the program given the in-
crease in funding?

Answer. Because the second year of the program is being funded under a different
authority than last year (that is, under Safe and Drug-Free Schools National Pro-
grams rather than under the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Edu-
cation), the Department has needed to undergo rulemaking to implement the pro-
gram for 2000. On February 14, 2000, the Department published in the Federal
Register a notice of proposed priority, eligible applicants, and selection criteria for
evaluating applications for new grants under for this program. We received very few
comments from the public and expect to publish a final notice in the Federal Reg-
ister in early April, at which time we will begin soliciting grant applications from
institutions of higher education. The application deadline date will be May 12, 2000.
The program will be operated in essentially the same manner as it was imple-
mented in 1999.

The Department is planning to use the additional $100,000 in 2000 funds to make
additional awards and to support enhanced dissemination activities by each grantee.
A total of $600,000 will be available for awards (compared to $500,000 in fiscal year
1999). Once again $250,000 of the appropriation will be used to administer the peer
review process, conduct a recognition ceremony, and develop and disseminate a pub-
lication describing the model programs. We plan to make grant awards in June, and
anticipate making between eight and ten awards, ranging from $50,000 to $90,000
each.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN
TITLE I HOLD HARMLESS

Question. You have given important opposition to the Title I “hold harmless” pro-
vision that effectively negates the law’s requirement that the Department use the
most up to date child poverty data in allocating Title I funds. Hold harmless provi-
sions freeze in amounts to States whether the number of poor children goes up or
down. In fast-growing States like mine, the hold harmless hurts and we don’t get
our fair share. California lost $40 million in fiscal year 2000 because of the hold
harmless. California received $944.9 million instead of the $984.5 million we should
have received.

Will you vigorously oppose the hold harmless publicly?

Answer. I could not agree with you more on the harmful impact of the 100 percent
hold-harmless on Title I allocations. This provision does indeed prevent Title I funds
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from flowing, as intended by the authorizing statute, to States and school districts
experiencing rapid growth in poor students. Research shows clearly that high con-
centrations of school poverty are directly correlated with low student achievement,
and that even non-poor students tend to perform poorly in schools with high poverty
levels. This is why the various Title I formulas are designed to target additional re-
sources to high-poverty districts and schools. Unfortunately, in many cases the 100
percent hold-harmless provision undermines this targeting and dilutes the impact
of the $8 billion annual investment in Title I. Our budget would eliminate this pro-
vision, and we certainly will support efforts by you and others to resist the continu-
ation of this 100 percent hold-harmless requirement in the fiscal year 2001 appro-
priation.

STRENGTHENING TITLE I ACCOUNTABILITY PROVISIONS TO INCREASE ACADEMIC
ACHIEVEMENT

Question. Current law has some accountability requirements for the Title I pro-
gram, yet I question whether there have been real achievement gains under the cur-
rent program. I know you agree that the early years—learning the basics—are crit-
ical to a student’s lifetime success.

How can we strengthen Title I's accountability requirements to make sure the
funds are spent on improving learning in the core academic curriculum?

Answer. As I indicated earlier, greater accountability is at the core of our proposal
to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. We would strengthen
statewide accountability systems to ensure that Title I schools are held to the same
high standards as other schools, provide new resources for States and school dis-
tricts to turn around failing schools, and require tough measures for chronically fail-
ing schools. We also would require tough corrective actions for chronically failing
schools, including reconstituting them with a new staff and curriculum or actually
closing them down and reopening them as a charter school.

REAUTHORIZATION PROPOSAL TO INCREASE TITLE I ACCOUNTABILITY

Question. What are your proposals?

Answer. The Administration’s reauthorization proposal for Part A of Title I would
encourage each State to develop a single, rigorous accountability system that holds
all local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools, including Title I schools, account-
able for making continuous and substantial gains in student performance and in the
performance of the lowest-performing students. This statewide accountability sys-
tem would be based on the State’s content and student performance standards, and
would include procedures for identifying and intervening in LEAs and schools that
are not making gains in student performance, as well as recognition and rewards
for successful LEAs and schools. States that do not operate such a system for all
their schools would be required to develop one for their Title I schools.

The Administration’s reauthorization proposal includes strong corrective actions
to turn around consistently low-performing schools. Once a Title I school is des-
ignated for corrective action, the LEA would be required to carry out one of the fol-
lowing measures: (1) implement a new curriculum that research has shown offers
substantial promise of improving student achievement; (2) redesign or reconstitute
the school, which may include reopening it as a charter school; or (3) close the school
and allow its students to transfer. Districts also could allow students in schools sub-
ject to corrective action the option of transferring to a new school.

The Administration’s reauthorization bill also includes a proposal to provide addi-
tional resources to States and school districts to support school improvement efforts.
The fiscal year 2000 Department of Education Appropriations Act jumpstarted this
new initiative by providing $134 million for school improvement activities at the
LEA level. These funds must be used for technical assistance and other interven-
tions designed to improve low-performing schools and to help such schools enable
all students to meet challenging State standards. In addition, Congress directed,
through appropriations language, that all LEAs receiving these funds must provide
students enrolled in schools identified for improvement with the option to transfer
to another public school within the LEA that has not been identified for improve-
ment.

The President’s 2001 budget would expand funding for these new accountability
grants to $250 million, with 30 percent of grant funds reserved for State-level ac-
countability and school improvement activities and 70 percent allocated to LEAs.
And to help ensure that no student is trapped in a chronically failing school, the
Administration’s 2001 budget proposal would require LEAs to give students attend-
ing corrective action schools the option of attending another public school within the
LEA that has not been identified for corrective action. This requirement would
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apply to all LEAs participating in Title I, whether or not they receive accountability
grant funds.

IMMIGRANT EDUCATION FUNDS

Question. Under the immigrant education programs, the Department of Education
awards grants to school districts based on the number of immigrant children en-
rolled, if the district has an immigrant population of at least 500 or 3 percent of
their enrollment. Students counted are those that have been in this country for less
than 3 academic years.

New immigrant students are probably the most at-risk students. In addition to
language barriers, their schooling has been interrupted and they are in unfamiliar
communities.

Funding for this program has been flat—at $150 million in 1998, 1999, and 2000.
And you have requested $150 million for fiscal year 2001. California has 25 percent
of the U.S. legal immigrants and 40 percent of the Nation’s illegal immigrants. Last
year California received $36.5 million to educate immigrant children.

In light of the serious needs these children bring to the classroom, shouldn’t we
be increasing immigrant education funds?

Answer. We strongly agree that school districts need Federal assistance in serving
recent immigrant students. The Administration proposed, and Congress enacted, in-
creased funding for this program in each of fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998. How-
ever, since 1995, the number of eligible immigrant students in the Nation has de-
clined by 2 percent, and in California by 29 percent. With this decline, we believe
that the proposed appropriation level is adequate. As you know, for 2001, the Ad-
ministration has proposed large increases for both the Title I and Bilingual Edu-
cation programs that serve large numbers of immigrant students.

FLEXIBILITY OF CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION PROGRAM

Question. The Clinton Administration’s push to reduce class sizes in the lower
grades is a good use of Federal education funds. California has been reducing class
sizes in grades K-3 since the 1996-1997 school year. Because these efforts have
largely succeeded in reducing class sizes in grades 1-3, in fiscal year 2000 California
received a waiver that allowed my State to use class-size reduction funds to reduce
class sizes in higher grades.

Will you accommodate States that have taken the initiative in reducing class size
by making funds flexible enough to suit the specific class size reduction needs of
the State?

Answer. Districts have considerable flexibility in the use of their Class Size Re-
duction funds. A district that has met the target level of 18 children or fewer in
the early grades, or has reduced class size to a State or local class size reduction
goal that was in effect prior to November 29, 1999, can use its funds to further re-
duce class size in those grades, to reduce class size in additional grades, or to im-
prove teacher quality. We will work with States to provide them with flexibility in
the use of the funds they receive under the Class Size Reduction program so that
each State is able to address its specific class-size reduction needs.

REDUCTION IN IMPACT AID

Question. Impact Aid is an important program without which many schools in
California and other States would be in severe financial straits. Currently in Cali-
fornia, $57 million in Impact Aid is spent educating 1 million students in 119 school
districts. Impact Aid is a basic obligation that the Federal Government has to school
districts to compensate them for the lost revenues because of tax-exempt Federal
property. More than half of the Administration’s proposed $128 million cut in Im-
pact Aid comes from the elimination of the “Payments for Heavily Impacted Dis-
tricts.”

Why did the Administration propose a drastic $128 million, or 15 percent, cut in
Impact Aid?

Answer. In the Administration’s budget, the types of Impact Aid funds that are
targeted to the school districts with the clearest needs would increase. For example,
Basic Support Payments on behalf of an Impact Aid “a” child would increase 7 per-
cent on average from the 2000 level. (Impact Aid “a” children are generally those
children who reside with their parents who both live and work on Federal land. Im-
pact Aid “b” children are generally those students who reside with their parents
who work or live on Federal land.) Under the Administration’s proposed funding
level and formula, the Department estimates that school districts in California
would receive an increase of nearly 10 percent in Basic Support Payments, from
$51.8 million in 2000 to $56.6 million in 2001.
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The Administration’s budget does not support payments on behalf of “b” children
because we believe (as did previous Administrations) that “b” children do not
present a real, uncompensated burden for school districts. Families that reside on
private property either pay property taxes or rent property on which their landlords
pay property taxes. Since local governments typically finance education using prop-
erty taxes, the local cost of educating off-base children can be financed using prop-
erty and other local taxes.

The Administration proposes no funding for Payments for Heavily Impacted Dis-
tricts because the program no longer meets its purpose under the authorizing stat-
ute—to assist school districts with large proportions of federally connected students
and a strong tax effort in reaching the per-pupil expenditures of similar school dis-
tricts in their State. The appropriations for fiscal years 1999 and 2000 essentially
rewrote both the eligibility criteria and the payment formula for this supplemental
funding authority.

The program now functions more as a set of funding earmarks than a legitimate
program meeting a genuine need. No school districts in California receive Payments
for Heavily Impacted Districts.

By eliminating funding for authorities that fail to meet their intended purpose,
the Administration is able to focus on funding increases for high priorities, such as
a substantial increase for payments on behalf Impact Aid “a” children under the
Basic Support Payments formula.

PAYMENTS FOR HEAVILY IMPACTED DISTRICTS

Question. Why, if the Department of Education believes that the funds for heavily
impacted schools are not targeted effectively, does the Department not try to change
the legislation rather than simply cutting the funding in its entirety?

Answer. The Administration is proposing changes to the legislation for Payments
for Heavily Impacted Districts in its proposal for reauthorizing the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. However, neither the Senate nor the House committee
bills to reauthorize Impact Aid include these changes.

The Administration’s proposed changes would simplify the payment formula and
bring this program back to its original purpose of assisting school districts with
large proportions of federally connected students and a strong tax effort to increase
their per-pupil expenditures so that they would be in line with similar school dis-
tricts. These changes would discontinue the practice of distributing these funds to
school districts that no longer have large proportions of federally connected children.

HEAD START PROGRAM

Question. Should the Head Start program be moved to the Department of Edu-
cation and converted to a strong preschool program?

Answer. I see no reason to move the Head Start program to the Department of
Education. Head Start, as it now exists, is a strong program that helps prepare our
highest need children to succeed in school. The Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) has worked to ensure that Head Start is a comprehensive program
that integrates health and social services with education and learning and is geared
toward promoting both social competence and school readiness for our Nation’s low-
income children. With the greater focus on improving the standards and quality of
all aspects of Head Start in the last reauthorization, HHS has worked hard to focus
on improving quality, including the improvement of key school readiness indicators.

In 1998, the National Academy of Sciences released information about critical re-
search on the importance of preventing reading difficulties in young children by fo-
cusing efforts on improving opportunities for young children to develop language
and literacy skills in preschool in order to enter school ready to learn to read. The
Department of Education has worked closely with HHS to focus Federal early child-
hood programs on this goal and to disseminate this research widely. These efforts
have focused on improving the language and literacy skills of young children
through the Head Start, Title I, Even Start, and Reading Excellence programs. I am
confident that we will make great strides in helping all young children, especially
those from poor families, improve their reading readiness.

Question. Would the program be a stronger program if moved to the Department
of Education?

Answer. Again, I see no reason to move the program. Both of our agencies are
working together to ensure that young children are able to start school ready to
learn—by offering a wide range of approaches and services to reach the young chil-
dren who are most at risk of school failure, by encouraging parents to become in-
volved in their young children’s development, and by stressing the importance of
cognitive development in young children. We have learned some important lessons
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in recent years about how to meet the range of needs of target families and how
to manage our programs more effectively.

HHS AND ED COORDINATION ON HEAD START

Question. What is the coordination between HHS and ED vis-a-vis Head Start?

Answer. The Department of Education (ED) and the Department of Health and
Human Services share the mission of providing services to young children in order
to ensure that they are healthy, safe, and able to start school ready to learn. During
the past 7 years, our agencies have worked to improve collaboration and commu-
nication in order to serve our Nation’s children more effectively. While significant
strides have already resulted from this increased interagency collaboration, we will
continue our efforts to improve program efficiency and accountability. Some exam-
ples of ways in which ED is working with HHS, specifically in the areas of early
childhood services, research, and performance measures are:

In the area of School Age Care and After School Programming, ED and HHS have
collaborated on several successful programs, including the Federal Support to Com-
munities Initiative (FSC), Safe School/Healthy Students, 21st Century Community
Learning Centers, and Child Care and Development Block Grants (CCDBG). These
programs address the growing need to provide stimulating out-of-school-time pro-
grams for our Nation’s children.

In the area of accountability at the Federal level, Title I, Even Start, Head Start,
CCDBG, and the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) programs are developing
outcomes systems for use in improving program effectiveness and complying with
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). As a next step to-
ward coordinated indicators and measures, ED and HHS will conduct an assessment
of the scope, quality, and frequency of measurement of the current set of ED and
HHS program performance indicators for their early childhood programs. Included
in this analysis will be a comparison of the GPRA indicators for the programs, as
well as the studies, reporting systems and evaluations, and measures used to report
on the indicators and evaluate the programs.

Even Start, Title I, and Head Start staff are coordinating programs on a number
of fronts by focusing on ways to sustain coordination efforts at the Federal, State,
and local levels. For example, Federal Even Start and Head Start staff are planning
a joint conference for the summer of 2000 on coordinating accountability systems.
This conference will include staff from Head Start State Collaboration Offices and
Even Start Statewide Family Literacy Initiative grants, in addition to other key
State offices involved in early care, education, and family literacy. In addition, ED
and HHS will soon issue guidance on models for collaborating and blending Head
Start, Special Education, Even Start, and Title I, Part A funds (i.e., models for com-
bining funds to provide whole-day and year-round preschool services, or models with
Title I paying for educational services and Head Start paying for health, nutrition,
and parent involvement). Also, HHS and ED are exploring ways to provide joint
family literacy technical assistance through the Head Start Family Literacy Tech-
nical Assistance Initiative.

HHS is also partnering with ED in the development of ED’s Survey of Early Care
and Education Programs, a nationally representative sample of child care providers
and early childhood programs serving children under the age of six. This project is
the first national survey in recent years to examine the supply of center-based pro-
grams and licensed home-based care.

TEACHING OF COGNITIVE SKILLS IN HEAD START PROGRAMS

Question. Are real cognitive skills being taught in the Head Start program?

Answer. Yes. Head Start has adopted the “whole child” view of school readiness
that was recommended by the Goal One Technical Planning Group of the National
Education Goals Panel. This view sees school readiness as comprising five develop-
mental domains that are important to the child’s readiness for school: physical well-
being and motor development, social and emotional development, approaches to
learning, language usage and emerging literacy, and cognition and general knowl-
edge. Each of these domains is represented in the Head Start performance stand-
ards and measures and in the battery of assessments in the FACES study, a nation-
ally representative longitudinal study of Head Start children that is being used to
determine the effectiveness of Head Start. The FACES study, initiated in 1997, is
entering its final phase in the spring of 2000. In the next year, the study should
yield important information about how Head Start is succeeding in helping children
achieve in the five designated development domains addressed in the study, includ-
ing the cognitive domain.
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HEAD START PROGRAM STAFF SALARIES

Question. What is the impact on the program of the low “teacher” salaries being
paid to Head Start workers?

Answer. Head Start salaries have increased in recent years as the Administration
has continued to emphasize program quality. However, I cannot speak specifically
to the issue of the impact of the salaries of Head Start workers, since I do not ad-
minister the program. I do know that low salaries tend to discourage some highly
qualified individuals from entering the teaching profession at the elementary and
secondary education levels, and I assume that that is also true for the Head Start
program.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator SPECTER. Thank you all very much. The subcommittee
will stand in recess to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, March 30,
in room SD-124. At that time we will hear testimony from the
Honorable Dr. Ruthe L. Kirschstein, Acting Director, National In-
stitute of Health.

[Whereupon, at 11:25 a.m., Tuesday, February 29, the sub-
committee was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday,
March 30, 2000.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER

Senator SPECTER. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.

The hour of 9:30 having arrived, we will proceed with the hear-
ing for the Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health, Human
Services and Education.

Today our hearing will focus on the National Institutes of
Health, an extraordinary organization from very humble begin-
nings in 1887 with a budget of $300. The NIH today is comprised
of 24 separate institutes and centers with 75 buildings of medical
care on more than 300 acres in Bethesda, MD. The budget is some-
what more than $300 today.

And Senator Harkin and I have taken the lead on major in-
creases, as you all know very well, with the cooperation of Con-
gressman Porter and Congressman Obey on the House side.

The achievements of NIH have been spectacular in my opinion.
And we have added funding at very substantial amounts in recent
years, frankly, over the—perhaps not quite over the objections, but
without the enthusiasm of as many members of Congress as we
would like to see.

Three years ago, we put up a resolution to add $1 billion to NIH
funding. And on a Senate vote, it was defeated 63 to 37. But we
found the money, Senator Harkin, Senator Taylor and I, and the
subcommittee, but candidly at the expense of other programs, be-
cause it was not budgeted. And we ended up with $907,000 million
3 years ago.

Having lost the resolution for $1 billion, we decided the next year
to try for $2 billion. And we got a few more votes, but still substan-
tially under 50. And we found $2 billion 2 years ago, as you all
know.

Last year, we went again for $2 billion and got a few more votes,
but still less than 50. And Congressman Porter wanted to trump
the Senate’s $2 billion with $300 million more. And when we had
the final roundup last year on the budget negotiations, the leader-
ship in both the House and the Senate did not like it; we were tak-
ing too much money.
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But with your good work and our persistence, we put it in at $2.3
billion. And then there was the across-the-board cuts. So it came
down to $2.2 billion.

And this year we have put in a resolution for $2.7 billion. And
a question which I consistently get is: Is there too much money
being thrown at NIH? Is NIH able to utilize the money which it
has? And then there is always the issue of how well it is being
spent and what is being produced and what could be produced with
more. And as the funding has gone up, of course, you have more
applications for grants.

So we talk about those 100 doors out there, and we are only
opening 29 or 30 or 31 of them. But when the grants go up, or the
appropriations go up, rather, then your grants come in with higher
numbers.

But this subcommittee is dedicated to funding NIH generously,
because we think you are worth it. When you have a Federal budg-
et of $1.850 trillion, $18 billion for NTH is not really, in my judg-
ment, too much.

Well, having said that, I think we do not need a hearing. We will
just bring out the bank.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF DR. RUTH L. KIRSHSTEIN

NIH has been blessed with very able directors. We miss Dr. Har-
old Varmus and we miss Dr. Bernadine Healey. And we have an
outstanding acting director at the moment.

Dr. Ruth Kirschstein served as deputy director of NIH from July
of 1993 until the present time. From 1974 to 1993, she served as
the director of the National Institute of General Medical Sciences,
the first woman to hold such a position. She came to NIH in 1956
as a medical officer in clinical pathology.

Dr. Kirschstein, that is the same year I started practicing law.
So you and I are experienced.

She received her bachelor’s magna cum laude from Long Island
University and an M.D. from Tulane University School of Medicine.

Welcome, Director Kirschstein. And the floor is yours.

Dr. KiRSCHSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I and my colleagues appreciate
all the wonderful things you have said about NIH this morning.
And we want to pledge to you that we will continue to do excellent
work.

I am honored to appear before the subcommittee to present the
President’s budget for NIH for fiscal year 2001. As you have al-
ready said, I have been at NIH for many years. And although this
is the first time I am testifying about the overall NIH budget, it
has been my privilege to appear before this subcommittee annually
for 19 years as the Director of the National Institute of General
Medical Sciences.

As you have also said, the increases for the NIH for fiscal year
1999 and 2000, both nearly 15 percent, were dramatic and unprece-
dented and have allowed us to undertake many new and important
programs.

And it has been the support of this subcommittee and the sub-
committee in the House that has made a substantial difference in
improving the public’s health and well-being. And so the funds re-
quested for fiscal year 2001 will permit us to continue our fiscal
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year 1999 and 2000 initiatives and allow us to begin some new
ones.

I would like to mention just two of the many, many advances
that occurred during the last year: First, the completion of the first
full sequence of a human chromosome, number 22. Its genes have
importance for immune system function and in the development of
congenital heart disease, schizophrenia, mental retardation and
several cancers.

And second, the identification of the gene that causes salmonella
bacteria to be deadly when ingested in food. And this should open
up the possibilities for the development of new antibiotics, as well
as vaccines.

In fiscal year 2001, we propose to emphasize first clinical re-
search on diabetes, osteoporosis, heart disease, neurological dis-
eases, cancer and a host of other serious diseases and disasters,
particularly those that have a disparate effect on minority and un-
derserved populations.

Second, the neurosciences will be emphasized; third, genetic
medicine; and fourth, bioengineering, bioimaging and biomedical
computing.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we will strive to ensure that the NIH
supports new initiatives that offer the most promise of expanding
knowledge and improving health and to ensure the support of an
appropriate number of new and young investigators of the highest
caliber.

I and my colleagues will be happy to respond to your questions.

[The statements follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. RUTH L. KIRSCHSTEIN

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am Ruth Kirschstein, the Acting
Director of the National Institutes of Health (NIH). I am honored to appear before
the Subcommittee to present the President’s budget for NIH for fiscal year 2001.
Although this is the first time I have appeared before this Subcommittee to testify
about the overall NIH budget, it has been my privilege to appear annually for 19
years as Director of the National Institute of General Medical Sciences. Mr. Chair-
man, your support and the support of the members of the Subcommittee, has made
a substantial difference inimproving the public’s health and well-being.

Mr. Chairman, all of us, we at NIH, Members of Congress and the citizens we
serve, have similar expectations for medical research. We want better ways of diag-
nosing and treating, and, in the long run, preventing and curing disease. And we
want the federal dollars invested in medical research to result in the fulfillment of
these expectations.

In the last century, the scientific community, both public and private, worked in
collaboration to cure or prevent once deadly infectious diseases that are now given
no more thought than the common cold. I was fortunate enough to be at the fore-
front of the final development of the polio vaccine, one of the truly monumental
achievements of the last century. There is not enough time today to list the astound-
ing medical breakthroughs that followed our increased understanding of medical
science. I will mention just a few: the development of antibiotics and organ trans-
plantation, life-extending and life-saving cancer therapies, the identification of the
AIDS virus and the drugs to treat AIDS, and discoveries involving the chemicals
in the brain that are important in drug addiction and mental illness.

As we begin a new century, medical science stands on the threshold of research
advances that were once inconceivable. We have identified the genes responsible for
a large number of our normal functions and the genetic abnormalities that cause
many diseases, such as Huntington’s disease, cystic fibrosis, and certain forms of
deafness. You will hear much more from my colleagues.
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In his budget plan for fiscal year 2001, the President is requesting $18.8 billion
for the NIH, an increase of $1 billion or 5.6 percent more than the fiscal year 2000
appropriation. By any measure, the amounts we received in fiscal year 1999 and
2000, both nearly 15 percent increases, were dramatic and unprecedented. These
generous budgets have allowed us to undertake many new and important programs
and to improve conditions throughout the medical research enterprise. The funds re-
quested in fiscal year 2001 will permit us to continue our fiscal year 1999 and 2000
initiatives and to begin new undertakings and expand others under our Areas of Re-
search Emphasis. I will say more about these areas later.

We are pleased that the public, the Congress, and the Administration place a high
value on good health and understand the role that medical research plays in im-
proving the health of the American public. These improvements result from new di-
agnostic advances, more effective treatment options, better ways to prevent some
diseases, and ways to delay the onset or progression of other diseases and disabil-
ities.

We feel confident of public support for our research enterprise, but are aware of
our need to deliver to the public the two things it most wants from the NIH:

—research advances, year after year, that improve the health of all members of

society;

—assurance that we spend the public’s money wisely.

What the Public Wants from the NIH: Research Advances that Contribute to the
Health of Everyone

In the past year alone, we have seen dramatic advances that are likely to have
a direct, near-term effect on public health. The NIH will continue to emphasize clin-
ical research in fiscal year 2001 because it is critical in improving public health:

—Scientists completed the first sequence of a human chromosome, 22, which has
been implicated in immune system function, congenital heart disease, schizo-
phrenia, mental retardation, birth defects, and several cancers, including leu-
kemia. The 33.4 million nucleotides that make up chromosome 22 comprise the
longest continuous stretch of DNA ever deciphered. The magnitude of this work
is amplified by the insights it will give us into many diseases.

—A clinical trial (carried out in cooaboration with scientists and clinicians in
Uganda) has demonstrated an affordable and practical strategy for preventing
transmission of the HIV virus from mother to infant. A single oral dose of the
antiretroviral drug nevirapine given to an HIV-infected woman during labor
and another to her baby within three days of birth reduced the transmission
of virus by half compared with a similar short course of AZT. This treatment
might prevent some 300,000 to 400,000 newborns per year from becoming in-
fected and eventually developing AIDS at a cost which is affordable in devel-
oping countries.

—Preeclampsia is a precursor to eclampsia, a potentially fatal complication of
pregnancy. It is characterized by high blood pressure, excessive weight gain,
and severe headaches. Eclampsia leads to convulsions and causes a variety of
birth complications. Months before symptoms appeared, women with
preeclampsia were compounds, prostacyclin and thromboxane, which control
blood pressure. The discovery suggests new and early treatments for this condi-
tion for which there is currently no cure or treatment.

—An important gene that makes Salmonella a deadly bacterium was identified.
Without the gene, which encodes for the enzyme called Dam, Salmonella bac-
teria not only did not kill the mice into which they were injected, but also serve
as a vaccine against future infection by deadly Salmonella. Because Dam is
found in many other dangerous bacteria, this discovery opens possibilities for
a whole new generation of antibiotics and vaccines.

What the Public Wants from the NIH: Assurance that its Funding is Well Spent

It is clear that the public wants a fuller understanding of the NIH’s funding allo-
cations and how it sets priorities—that is, an assurance that the taxpayers’ dollars
are well spent. We believe, in fact, that the more the public knows about our proc-
esses the more it will support both what we do and how we do it. I want to touch
on six principles relevant to establishing priorities:

—An obligation to respond to public health needs, judged variously by the inci-
dence, severity, and cost of specific disorders. However, calculations cannot be
correlated with research spending in a simple manner.

—A responsibility to capitalize on previous discoveries and to eize the scientific
opportunities that offer the best prospects for obtaining new knowledge and bet-
ter health. Not all problems are equally approachable, regardless of their impor-
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tance to public health. Some only yield to a new technology or insight. We must,
however, create environments that stimulate new ideas about difficult problems.

—A need to maintain a diverse portfolio on a wide range of diseases. We cannot

always know in advance which discovery will be applicable to which disease.

—An obligation to insure first-rate scientific workforces and research facilities.

—A need to seek advice from many sources, including the public.

—And last, but truly foremost in our minds, a commitment to support scientific

work of the highest caliber.

Peer review is the cornerstone of our efforts to fund the best science. To identify
research worthy of funding, about 40,000 grant applications are peer reviewed at
the NIH each year. Of these, approximately 75 percent are evaluated within the
NIH Center for Scientific Review (CSR). The NIH is ensuring that CSR has suffi-
cient resources so that its review will recognize, and capitalize on, the opportunities
created by the diverse successes of the medical research enterprise, will anticipate
emerging fields of research, and accommodate to the rapid pace of scientific change.

In 1998, the Congress asked the Institute of Medicine (IOM) to review the NIH’s
process for setting priorities. While supporting our principles, the IOM made some
useful suggestions about ensuring that our programs are responsive to the public.
Over the past year, NIH has responded by appointing a Council of Public Represent-
atives (COPR). The COPR improves our accountability by bringing public views to
the NIH, by looking at how the NIH carries out different aspects of its mission, and
by conferring on trans-NIH issues. The COPR will be involved in many aspects of
NIH programs and policies.

Following another suggestion in the IOM report, this past year the NIH Director
required each Institute and Center to produce a strategic plan of research needs and
opportunities over two to five years. The plans were developed with input from a
wide range of NIH constituents, including patient and other health advocates, sci-
entists, health-care providers, the Congress, the Administration, NIH staff, and
other representatives of the public. These strategic plans will be available in the
near future and should improve public understanding of the challenges all compo-
nents of the NIH are facing.

This past year, for the first time, the NIH held a Budget Retreat in June to help
develop its presentation of priorities and Areas of Research Emphasis for the Presi-
dent’s 2001 budget. The meeting involved ten external advisors, five from COPR and
five from the Advisory Committee to the Director (ACD), and created enthusiasm
for new areas for collaboration across institutes.

In another major effort to bring public views to bear upon the NIH’s programs,
priorities, and activities, 26 individuals from outside the agency—scientists, physi-
cians, other health-care providers, patients, and representatives of the ACD and the
COPR—met in October to evaluate the scientific quality and relevance of the out-
comes of NIH research, a requirement of the Government Performance and Results
Act. A report of their assessment has been sent to the Congress as part of the Presi-
dent’s budget.

Realizing the Potential of the fiscal year 2001 Budget Request

Generous increases in the last two budget cycles have allowed the NIH to begin
many new programs. The funds requested for fiscal year 2001 will advance these
programs and, with sound management, allow us to begin new ones. To ensure that
NIH can support new initiatives that offer the most promise of expanding knowl-
edge and improving health, and to ensure our ability to support a healthy number
of new and young investigators, we will limit growth in commitments and in the
size of awards to a two percent average increase for new and continuing grant
awards. In addition to initiatives on mental health, cancer, and diabetes, new activi-
ties include:

Clinical Research.—To take full advantage of rapid research advances in the last
five years, which have provided abundant new therapies to study, the NIH will
begin a series of programs to expand clinical research. Career development pro-
grams will continue to improve the number and quality of investigators. We will
start new pilot and early-phase clinical trials thereby speeding the testing of new
therapies. We will develop new, and expand older, networks for multi-center studies
of pediatric cardiovascular disease, diabetes, digestive diseases, and treatment for
drug abuse. We will establish new multi-center clinical trials to evaluate com-
plementary and alternative medical practices for insomnia, pain relief, and liver dis-
eases. Moreover, the public will have greater access to new information on an ex-
panded national clinical trials database (ClinicalTrials.gov) to be launched soon . It
will carry information on the many clinical trials funded by the NIH, by other fed-
eral agencies, and by industry.
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Health Disparities.—The NIH has a central role to play in eliminating persistent,
even increasing, health disparities through medical research, research training, and
dissemination of scientifically sound medical information. In fiscal year 2001, the
NIH will continue to invest in this area, allocating $20 million to establish a new
Coordinating Center for Research on Health Disparities within the Office of the NITH
Director. A new trans-NIH Working Group will develop a strategic plan to eliminate
or reduce health disparities among different segments of the American population.
The plan, will include goals, timetables, and mechanisms for tracking budgets and
accomplishments.

Genetic Medicine.—Last November, the Human Genome project finished sequenc-
ing one billion of the estimated three billion base pairs of human DNA and depos-
ited them in GenBank, NIH’s public database, thus putting us on schedule to have
a working draft of the full human genome by this spring. Scientists can use this
information to find the genes involved, e.g., in heart diseases, cancer, epilepsy, Alz-
heimer’s, and psychiatric disorders. Companion activities, like developing genomic
resources for organisms such as mice, rats, and fruit flies, will help speed the ar-
rival of more precise medical interventions. We are rapidly moving to a time when
diagnosis, treatment and even prevention will depend on a precise understanding
of the genetic makeup of an individual.

Neurosciences.—This is a particularly exciting time for expansion of research in
fields of neuroscience, such as neurogenetics and imaging. To foster collaboration
and sharing of ideas among the many Institutes which support intramural research
in this area, we are requesting funds for construction of a facility for the new Na-
tional Neuroscience Research Center to house outstanding trans-NIH neuroscience
research programs. A total of $73 million is requested over two years, with $47 ad-
vance for fiscal year 2002.

Other Sciences, Including Biomedical Computing.—Many medical advances build
on the knowledge and technology of other scientific disciplines. To exploit our new
understanding of biological processes, we need new teams of diverse and skilled re-
searchers to overcome complex technological and research problems. In fiscal year
2001, NIH will establish an Office of Bioengineering and Bioimaging to help the In-
stitutes and Centers set priorities in these areas of science and to enhance collabo-
ration with other agencies.

Based on a report by outside experts, NIH has developed the Biomedical Informa-
tion Science and Technology Initiative to work toward an intellectual fusion of bio-
medicine and information technology. In fiscal year 2001, the NIH plans to provide
the infrastructure to train the next generation of interdisciplinary scientists, to de-
velop new means for storing, managing, and accessing vast data collections, and to
enhance basic research in biomedical computing.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my opening statement. I will be glad to respond to
any questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. YVONNE T. MADDOX

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: I am pleased to be here today to dis-
cuss the fiscal year 2001 budget request for the Office of the Director (OD). The OD
provides leadership and coordination for the research activities of NIH, both extra-
mural and intramural. The OD also is responsible for a number of special programs
and for management of centralized support services essential to the operation of the
entire NTH.

The President has proposed that the OD receive $262.5 million in fiscal year 2001,
an increase of $25.2 million over the comparable fiscal year 2000 appropriation. In-
cluding the estimated allocation for AIDS in both years, total support proposed for
the OD is $309.0 million, an increase of $27.0 million over the fiscal year 2000 ap-
propriation. Funds for OD efforts in AIDS research are included within the Office
of AIDS Research budget request.

The OD guides and supports research by setting priorities; allocating funding
among these priorities; developing policies based on scientific opportunities and eth-
ical and legal considerations; maintaining peer review processes; providing oversight
of grant and contract award functions and of intramural research; communicating
health information to the public; facilitating the transfer of technology to the private
sector; and providing fundamental management and administrative services such as
budget and financial accounting, and personnel, property, and procurement manage-
ment, administration of equal employment practices, and plant management serv-
ices, including environmental and public safety regulations of facilities. The prin-
cipal OD offices providing these activities include the Office of Extramural Research
(OER), the Office of Intramural Research (OIR), and the Offices of: Science Policy;
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Communications and Public Liaison; Legislative Policy and Analysis; Equal Oppor-
tunity; Budget; and Management. This request contains funds to support the func-
tions of these offices.

The OD also maintains several trans-NIH offices and programs to foster and en-
courage research on specific, important health needs. I will now discuss the budget
requests for each of these trans-NIH offices in greater detail.

HEALTH DISPARITIES, THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON MINORITY HEALTH, AND THE
MINORITY HEALTH INITIATIVE

The Secretary, through the Department’s Healthy People 2010 initiative, has
made a major commitment to reduce health disparities affecting minorities and
other medically underserved socioeconomic groups of Americans. To address these
inequities, NIH has established health disparities research as a budget priority and
an area of emphasis. This year, we have established the Office of Research on Mi-
nority Health (ORMH) as the Coordinating Center for developing a trans-NIH Stra-
tegic Plan for Health Disparities that will integrate the various research activities
of the ICs toward the goal of significantly reducing health disparities. Additionally,
in fiscal year 2001, NIH is requesting $20 million in new funding and related legis-
lative authority for the Coordinating Center to award grants for minority health re-
search under exceptional circumstances, when the Institutes and Centers do not
fund such research that has been identified as a priority.

The Minority Health Initiative (MHI) is a comprehensive, trans-NIH program
with a focus on developing and testing ways to reduce the disproportionate burden
of disease among minority populations and on developing strategies to promote posi-
tive health behaviors across the life span. The MHI specifically targets the elimi-
nation of health disparities experienced by racial and ethnic minority populations
in four key areas: infant mortality; breast, cervical, and prostate cancer screening
and management; cardiovascular disease; and complications arising from diabetes.
The MHI will also support the Minority Institution Cancer Center Partnerships de-
signed to create collaborative relationships between institutions that primarily serve
minorities and the NCI-designated cancer centers to conduct research, training, edu-
cation, and outreach activities that focus on the disproportionate incidence of cancer
in ethnic minority populations.

THE OFFICE OF DISEASE PREVENTION

The Office of Disease Prevention (ODP) has several specific programs/offices that
strive to place new emphasis on the prevention and treatment of disease.

In fiscal year 2001, the Office of Dietary Supplements (ODS) will continue to de-
velop the Dietary Supplements Research Centers Initiative. Currently, three such
Centers are being funded in conjunction with the National Center for Complemen-
tary and Alternative Medicine (NCCAM), the National Institute of General Medical
Sciences (NIGMS), the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences
(NIEHS), and the Office of Research on Women’s Health (ORWH). The long-term
goal of the Initiative is to fund eight Centers, four on botanicals and four on other
categories of dietary supplements. The ODS will continue to support investigator-
initiated research through the Research Enhancement Awards Program (REAP),
and through collaborations with other Institutes and Centers at NIH.

In continuing efforts to inform the public about the benefits and risks of dietary
supplements, the ODS plans to release a new computer information database on die-
tary supplements, and will offer, with the NIH Clinical Center, the first collection
of public-oriented information pages (fact sheets) on specific dietary supplements, in
print and through Internet access. ODS will follow with a series of fact sheets for
botanical and herbal supplements to be released in collaboration with NCCAM.

Another component of ODP, the Office of Rare Diseases (ORD), supports research
activities on rare diseases and conditions, develops and disseminates information to
health care providers and patient support groups, and forges links among investiga-
tors with ongoing research activities in this area. The ORD continues to support
workshops and symposia to stimulate research and to identify research opportuni-
ties related to rare diseases. The effectiveness of these workshops as a valid mecha-
nism to stimulate research on rare diseases and conditions is now being evaluated.

THE OFFICE OF BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES RESEARCH

As NIH continues its efforts to improve health outcomes, there is increasing
awareness that many of our most serious health concerns are related to individual
behaviors and social context. In fact, four health-damaging behaviors-tobacco use,
physical inactivity, dietary patterns, and alcohol abuse—are responsible for nearly
40 percent of the annual deaths in our Nation. The Office of Behavioral and Social
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Sciences Research (OBSSR) works to integrate a psychological and social perspective
across all research programs at NIH and to increase the support for behavioral and
social science research and training.

One strategy that OBSSR uses to increase support for behavioral and social
sciences research is the development of broad trans-NIH initiatives that address
issues relevant to many Institutes and Centers. In order to gain a better under-
standing of the obstacles and facilitators to engaging in healthy behaviors, OBSSR
and 16 other NIH Offices, Institutes and Centers recently specifically solicited grant
proposals for research on disease prevention through behavior change which focused
on tobacco use, insufficient exercise, poor diet and alcohol abuse. The OBSSR, with
several ICs, also supports centers to investigate aspects of the interactions between
mind and body in health and disease. In addition, OBSSR has joined with 12 Insti-
tutes to solicit grant applications addressing the problem of inadequate adherence
to prescribed medications and therapies.

OBSSR has long been concerned about the issue of violence in our society as a
public health problem, and has worked to establish a trans-NIH Expert Panel on
Youth Violence. This panel found that more research on youth violence interven-
tions was needed. Subsequently, OBSSR developed a trans-NIH grant solicitation
for interventions to prevent and reduce youth violence.

THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH ON WOMEN’S HEALTH

The Office of Research on Women’s Health (ORWH) is the focal point for women’s
health research at NIH and strives to ensure that research supported by NIH ad-
dresses the health concerns of women, that women are appropriately included as
subjects in research protocols and clinical trials, and that women are encouraged to
pursue careers in medical research. The science-based activities of ORWH are deter-
mined by the Agenda for Research on Women’s Health for the 21st Century, an
agenda developed following public hearings and scientific workshops involving some
1,500 representatives dedicated to improving the health of women. In fiscal year
2001, the ORWH will pursue a number of recommendations within this agenda in-
cluding research on the effects on women of therapeutic agents, studies to develop
gender-based treatments for kidney disease, studies that address prevention and
elimination of lung cancer in women. In addition, the ORWH will support career de-
velopment programs that encourage the pursuit of interdisciplinary research careers
relevant to women’s health and encourage patient-oriented or population-based clin-
ical research careers. Finally, ORWH will continue to monitor compliance with es-
tablished policies for the inclusion of women and minorities in clinical research.

OTHER OD ACTIVITIES

The OD also supports a number of additional NIH programs that promote re-
search and enhance research career development.

The Office of Extramural Research (OER) coordinates the Academic Research En-
hancement Award (AREA) program to provide grants to institutions that award de-
grees in health sciences but are not major recipients of NIH grant funds. These
awards enable college students to participate in research projects and encourage
them to pursue careers in medical research. OER also sponsors the Extramural As-
sociates Research Development Award (EARDA) program to provide competitively
awarded grants to institutions that have a significant enrollment of underrep-
resented minority students who, with their faculty, participate in medical research
programs. The grants are designed to provide faculty at these institutions with
?kilés needed to become more competitive in obtaining Federally sponsored research
unds.

In May of fiscal year 2000, the Office of Bioengineering/Bioimaging (OBB) will be
established within the OER to advance the fields of bioengineering and bioimaging.
OBB will foster new collaborations among the biomedical and engineering/physical
sciences with the goals of developing innovative technologies and novel products for
improving human health.

The OBB will develop and coordinate programs for transdisciplinary training and
career development, sponsor major symposia and smaller meetings aimed at en-
hancing communication among the biomedical and engineering/physical science com-
munities, and focus attention on research in bioengineering and bioimaging. The
OBB will also coordinate the Bioengineering Consortium (BECON), which consists
of senior bioengineering representatives from all NIH research institutes and cen-
ters and other federal agencies.

The OER request will also provide funds for the new Extramural Clinical Re-
search Loan Repayment Program. This program is designed to counter economic
barriers to the pursuit of clinical research careers and to provide an incentive to en-
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gage in this area of research. The program will award contracts to repay the edu-
cational costs of health professionals conducting clinical research in extramural in-
stitut}ilons who agree to enter into two-year service contracts to pursue clinical re-
search.

The NIH, through the Office of Intramural Research (OIR), maintains intramural
loan repayment and scholarship programs as important instruments for recruiting
high quality candidates in basic and clinical research positions. The request con-
tains funds for the NIH Clinical Research Loan Repayment Program and the Under-
graduate Scholarship Program, both for individuals from disadvantaged back-
grounds, and for the General Research Loan Repayment Program. Each program
provides for the payment of educational costs in return for specific commitments of
service in NIH’s intramural research facilities.

The Office of Science Policy (OSP) has a role in addressing science policy issues
on behalf of NIH and in coordinating several science education activities. Specifi-
cally, the OSP has developed, with the Institutes and Centers, curriculum supple-
ments to complement existing science curricula in grades K-12 that benefit both
students and teachers and encourage students to consider careers in research.

The NIH budget request includes the performance information required by the
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993. Prominent in the per-
formance data is NIH’s first performance report which compares our fiscal year
1999 results to the goals in our fiscal year 1999 performance plan. As our perform-
ance measures mature and performance trends emerge, the GPRA data will serve
as indicators to support the identification of strategies and objectives to continu-
ously improve programs across the NIH and the Department.

I will be pleased to answer questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD D. KLAUSNER

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am pleased to appear before you
for the fifth time to describe our progress in and hopes for the programs of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute (NCI). I would also like to recognize with personal sadness
that this will be the last hearing where I will have the pleasure of appearing before
our remarkable Chairman, Mr. Porter.

THE BURDEN OF CANCER

Each year, I have begun this testimony by reporting one critical measure of the
cancer burden, the annual statistics of cancer incidence, survival rates and mor-
tality. We have recently begun to review the latest numbers and the decrease in
overall cancer mortality rates first observed in the early 1990s are accelerating be-
tween 1995 and 1997, the latest year for which we have data. Drops continue to
be seen for the four major cancer sites of lung, colorectal, breast and prostate. Can-
cer sites where mortality rates are still increasing include liver and non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma. Overall, mortality rate drops are seen in both the black and white popu-
lation. Remarkably, the magnitude of these drops are such that, for the first time,
between 1996 and 1997, the total number of cancer deaths did not rise, despite a
growing and aging population.

As this Subcommittee has discussed before, the burden of cancer is not equally
experienced across our population. Monitoring rates and trends over time, by geog-
raphy, by gender, age and racial and ethnic groups has been a priority for the NCI.
We are particularly concerned about the disproportionate burden of cancer among
the poor, the medically underserved and among certain ethnic minorities. In re-
sponse to our planning processes, we are in the midst of a number of expansions
in our programs aimed at the ability to assess, explain and affect the unequal bur-
den of cancer. These expanded and new initiatives address the important message
of last year’s Institute of Medicine (IOM) report on the unequal burden of cancer.

We are in the process of expanding the Surveillance Epidemiology and End Re-
sults (SEER) program (our cancer surveillance program) to enhance coverage of
rural whites and blacks, non-Mexican Hispanics and Native Americans. We are com-
pleting a new Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC) to formalize collaboration and integration of the
NCT’